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BE IT REMEMBERED, 1 hat on the tenth day of Sei-tember, in

the ihir:y-firft year of the independence of the United Stales of
America, Man n i x a £^ Lo r i n a, of the faid diftrici, have dcpof-
ifed in this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they claim as

Proprietors, in the ^^'or(ls following, to tvit :
— " The Baptifm of Be-

lieve rs only, and the Particular Communiai of the Bapnft Churches,
explained and \indicatcd. In Three Pans, The firft--pubiifhed ori-

ginally ill 1789 ; the fecoiid—in 1794 ; the third—an Appendix, con-
taining Additional Obfervations and Argumci.ts, wiih Stri6iures on
fcveral iatt Publications. By Thomas Baldw in."

In conformity lothe Aftof the Congrcfs of the United States, enti-

ilcd, '" An Act for the encour.igement of learning, by fecuring the

copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and Proprietors of

fuch copies, during the times therein mentioned ;*' and alfoto an Aft,

v'ntitlcd, " An Aft fupplcmenuiy to an Aft, entitled, 'An Aft lor

rhc encouragement of learning, by fecuring the copies of maps, charts,

aiid books, to the Auihoi-s and Proprietors ol: luch copies, during the

iimcs therein mentioned ;' and extending the benefits thereof to the

«tns of di'ligning, engraving, and ctthing hiQcrical and other prints."

\V1LI.IAM S. SHAV/, CkrA o/th Diflrm cf Majttchvfdts.



ssa

P R E F A C E.

1 HE firft of thefe Tradls was written while the authov

reiided in the State -of New Hamplhire, by the purlieu iar

requert of the Woodllock AfToci.ition * Without defigii-

ing to enter the wide field of controveri'y, a few thoughts

were haftily coUeded, rather as an apology for the particu-

lar communion of the Baptifts, than an intended attack upon

tlie fentiments and practice of others. The fub (lance ot

what was then written, was prefented to the above Aifoci-

ation, at their meeting at Marlow, in the autumn of 1788,

and publiOied the fpring following.

In 1 79 1 the Rev. Noah Worcejler^ paftor of the Congre-

gational church in Thornton^ publifhed a reply, entitled,

*' A Friendly Letter,^' &c. addrefled to the author. This

Letter, though written with a confiderable degree of Chrif-

•ian candour, contained fome mifreprelentations and errors,

which it was thought defnable to have correded. Accord-

ingly, in 1 794 the fecond Tra8 was prefented to the public,

in the form of a ** Reply ** to the foregoing Letter. A
&cond edition was called for in a few weeks ; and a third

was fome time after publifhed in ConneAicut. The re-

peated calls for this work, rendered its republication necef-

iary.

The controverfy had confiderably fubfided, particularly

on the fide of the Baptifts, as very few things had bee?i

publifhed by them for the fpace of ten years ; till at length

Mr. Edwards's "Candid Reafons (as he is pleafed to call

^em) for renouncing the principles of the Antipasdobap-
tifts," reached this country. They were immediately re-

printed, and diftributed in all diredions. This book ac-

quired pecuhar celebrity, on the account of its coming
from one who had been a profelfed Baptiil. It was fup-
f)ofed,that he underftood the y^^r^/, wherein om greatfrengfh
lay, and would confequently be more likely to embarrafs
•ur arguments than any other man.
What is now oiFered to the public in the following paj^e?,

as an Appendix^ was at tirft defigned only to contain re-

marks on this anchor. But finding the controverfy renewed

» Coropofed of Baptift chofch«$ in New Hampftire and Vcrmortt.



PREFACE.

hj our Pcedobaptift brethren with uncommon zeal, and itt

Ibme inftances with an acrimony which but little becomes'
thole who profefs to contend for the truth, it was thought
proper to extend our obfervations to thoie articles which
form the '"^ground work'* of infant baptifm. The mem-
berlhip of infants, as founded in the covenant of circum-
cihon, and the famenefs of the Jewilh and Chriftian churches,
are the principal daca from which Paedobaptiim is argued j

thefe have therefore received particular confiueration.

The reader will perceive, that our llricftures on Mr.
Edwards have been dire(5]:ed to thole arguments only,

which he coniidered as principal in this difpute. Our
limits would not allow us to attend to any thing more,
it has not been our defign to fpeak difrefpedfully of the

man : to his own Mafter he muif (tand or fall,

l\vo Difccirfes of the Rev Samuel Worcefter, have
alfo received cur animadverlions. His arguments being

'n\ fuhjlauce the f^j^me with thofe of Mr. Ldwards, it was
deemed unneceliary to go over the ground again. As
thefe difcourfes were defgned not only to ftrengthen and
fupport Pjedcbapiirm, but to pull down and bring into dif-

repute the fentiments of his liaptid neighbours, who dwell

peaceably by him, we make no apology for attempting to

prove his misftatemeats and mifreprelentations. We muft
be permitted, however, to fay, we have aimed to.l)e candid,

and to treat his pt-rfon w4th due relped, wliiiit we have

freely cenfurod his errors.

Two Difcourfes by the Rev. Dr. Oigood have alfo been

briefly noliced. 1 hefe are written in the Doctors ufual

flyie of elegance and perfpicuity, and contain feveral very

4:andid obfervations. A few inconfiflencies have however

iv:en noiiced ; and there are fome otiier things which we
think highly reprenenlible, fuch as his comparing the liap-

tift mini iters to the devil 1 and charging them with creeping

into wen's houj'ts ! 6<c. (page 33.) It is conceived that a

I.-! an never creeps into another's houfe, when he is honour-

ably invited.

'Ihe whole is with great deference fubmitted to a candid

public. The author would fmcerely unite with the pious

of all denominations, in fervent prayer to Almighty God,

for an increafe of fpiritual light, love, and knovyledge, until

error and prejudice Ihali be exterm.inated, and all Ciirillians

be of one hearI and one mind to ferve the Lord in the beantj

€)f holinefs.

Bofton, December aj, i8o6.
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Open Communion examined.

S E C T I O N I.

Remarks en the unfriendly Afperfions caji upon the

Baptijh^for refifftng Communhn with other Denom-

inatio7is—The Go/pel Do^irine of a Church and
Qualification of the Members—With Striflures on

Baptifm,

1 HE Baptift churches in general have long

been blamed for holding and practiiing what is

commonly called clofe communion^ as if this prac-

tice were wholly inconfiftent with Chrifiian char-

ity^ or that mutual forbearance which the gofpel

requires : and by fome it is conlidcred as in-

compatible with the exiftence of grace, and for

which we have been loaded with many re-

proachful names.
We are charged with making the want of a

little water only^ a bar to communion ; and that we
are fo fuperftitioufly fond of the watery element,
that we place the whole of our religion in what
they call a mere circumjiance of the ordinance ofbap*

tifm ; and fome even aflert, that we hold that

none can h^faved without being immerfed. And
that thereby we put baptifm in the place of re^

deeming blood.

But why fuch unfriendly charges ? Surely
they greatly impeach our do<5t;rinal principles^

and are perfectly inconfiftent with our avowed
fentimenfs and conflant pradice.



>S Unfriendly Ajperjions on the Baptijh.

For it is too notorious to admit a plea of ig-

norance, in any of our opponents, tliat we con-

fider no one as a proper lubjecl of baptifm, who
does not profefs repentance towards God, and
faith in our Lord Jefus Chrift ; who does not,

in other words, appear to be in a ftate o{fahoa-
iion.

Nay, fo far from making baptifm -xfaving or-

dinance, we do nor, we cannot, connder any
one as a proper fubjeft of it, who looks upon.it

in that light.

But, however, we defire to pay a proper def-

erence to that, as well as to all other of Chrift's

inftitutions ; and not to treat it as though it

were left to our choice, either to praflife or

omit it : although we do not confider it as cf
fential tofalvatlon^ yet we do think it cjfehtial to

the regular vifibility of a gofpel church 5 and
confequently to communion at the Lord's table

;

for that is a church ordinance, and ought never

to be adminiftered but to members that are

in fpecial covenant.

I am perfuaded that the Baptifls are not the

only people who believe baptifm to be a pre-re-

qutfite to the Lord's fupper.

Were a Turk to be brought from Mecca to

America,and fhould here be convinced of the im-

poftureof Mahomet, and become a true convert

to Chriflianity : fliould he immediately after at-

tend a Paedobaptift church, on one of thcii- ftated

feafons to celebrate the Lord'^ lupper ; and

ihould the folemnity and beauty of the Ordi-

nance attract his mind, and excite in him ardent

defires to partake in it • would they permit

him ? I ani- perfuaded they would not. But

w*hy would they not receive him? Is it becaufc
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they do not look upon him as a Chriftian ? No,
for tliey really do. But do they not believe

God has received him ? Yes, they do. But do
they not believe Chrift communes with himy^/r-
ziually f They do. How can they then Jhut hint

out ? Doubtlefs, becaufe they view him to be
unbaptized, and not a member of any church.
Their conduct in refufing him, would be con-
fident with the tendereft feelings of Chriilianity.

Therefore we do not commune merely as Chrif
iians^ but as fuch in a regular^ viftbleJianding,

But to illuftrate the point further, fuppofe a

minifter of Clirift was providentially in one of
our new fettlements where were a number of

inhabitants, refpetlable on other accounts, but
who had never been baptized in their infancy, nor
had any church been gathered in the place—he
is invited to preach—his labours are fo far fuc-

ceeded, that in a few days confiderable numbers
are hopefully brought to the knowledge of the

truth—the next Lord's day they deiire him to \

break bread to them. What will he do ? \i free\
communion is to be eftablifhed, here is a good

*

opportunity for it to operate in its fulleil lat-

itude : for if it be lawful and right to break
bread to one that is unbaptized, it may be to a
whole fociety. But, however, if he be a P^do-
baptifi minifter^ I prefume he will not be guilty
of fuch an irregularity : nor would a confijient

Baptiji, And I feel fafe to conclude, that our
Pctdobaptifi brethren would not blame us for re-

fufing communion with fuch a fociety, who did
not fubmit to baptifm in fome mode or other,

however amiable their Chriftian cliai'aders

might appear in other refpeds.
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If they would acquit us from blame in the
foregoing in (lance, why fhould they fault us

for refuhng communion with thofe that we
verily believe have never been haptl-zxd according
to Clirifl's inftitution : for, agreeably to an an-

cient writer, " They who are not rightly bapti-

zed, are, doubtlels, not baptized at all."*

Wherefore we conclude, that communion does
not belong to Chriflians merely as fuch, but to

them as baptized members of fome gofpel

church.

Neither yet fhould we be quite fafe to open
our doors for communion, to all wlio are in a

church ftate, and profefs to be baptir.ed.

Therefore, it will be necellliry in the next
place, to attend to the fcripture account of the

Faith and Order of a Gofpel Church.

A gofpel church mull be built upon a gofpel

plan. If we candidly look into the fcriptures,

we fhall eafily perceive, that the church is a fo-

ciety of faints, of faithful men and women in

Chrift Jefus, that are joined together in holy

fellowfliip, that are incorporated into a vifible

church Hate, and by agreement meet together

to carry on the worfhip of God, to glorify him,

and edify one another.

The church does not appear to be national,

provincial, or parochial ; but truly congrega-

tional. It is not built of dead materials, but of

lively Jiones ^ each of them fitted before tJiey

are laid in the building, " fo that there is nei-

ther hammer nor axe heard in all the houfe

while it is in building ;"J how wonderful ! how

• Baptifmiim quvimrite non hsbeant Cnc dubio non habent. Ter-

•'iil. dc fc;Ttil"iiio, cap xi, page J30

f t Ft: 'il. ^-. I I K\wp vi. 7.
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fuperb ! and yet how exact the model, fo that

there needed no alteration to bring them all to-

gether with that exadjiefs, that bene comes to

its bone.

The church is called by St. PauJ^ " The pillar

and ground of the truth."*

The gofpel rule gives none a right in the

church of Chrifi:, but true believers : and all

that enter not in by Chrift the door, are thieves and
robbers.

The church is Chrift's myftical body, \yhich

he hath loved and ^rven himfelf for, " that h^
might fan6rify and cleanfe i:, with the zvajhing of

water by the word^'^i

If we wi{h to underfland the apoftolick form
of a gofpel church, we mull: exped to find it in

the Ads of the apoftles, or fome of their writ-

ings. The firft gofpel church that was gathered
after the afcenfton of the Meffiah, was that at

Jerufalem, which is defcribed in the following

order : " Then they that gladly received his

WORD were baptized ; and the fame day there

were added unto them about three thoufand
fouls : and they continued y^^^^/^^/i/y in the atof
tles^ do6lrine and felIo-zvfhipJ'\

When Ananias, with Sapphira his v/ife, came
and lied tothePIoly Ghoft, and pretended they
were friends to Chrift, when they were not, and
were both fallen dead ; great fear fell upon the
attending multitude. " Jnd of the refi durfi no

man join himfefunto thenu^^ (I'liat is,fuch as they
were, carnal, hypocritical profefTors.) " But
believers were the more added unto the Lord, mul-
titudes both of men and women." § So early

* I Tim. iii, 15. f Eph. v. 26. \ AAs ih 41 , 44. 5 Ads v.
IX—14.
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^d falfe pretenders try to get a place in the

church of Chrift.

This church at Jerufalem being gathered un-
der the infpiration of the Holy GJyoJl^ may be con-

iidered as a model for ail fuccecding ones ; every
circumftance related concerning it, difcovers it

to be a body of true believers in Chrift.

The next church gathered by the apoftles

was that at Samaria^ which exactly agrees with
that at Jerufalem—*' When they believed Philip

preaching the things concerning the kingdom
of God, and the name of Jefus Chrift, they
were baptized^ both men and 'ivomen,''\

The church of Corinth alfo appears to be in

the fame method ; " Many of the Corinthians

hearings believed^ and were baptized,*'\ The
church at Ephefus was addrefled by the apoflle^ as

" faints and faithful in Chrift Jefus ;" and as

thofe who had been raifed from the dead^ and
quickened by fovereign grace^ turned from the

courfe of this world, delivered from the fpirit

that workeih in the children of difobedience. The
Corinthians " firft gave their own felves unto

the Lord, and unto one another by the will of

God."* And none can, in a gofpel fenfe, give

themfelves up in church covenant, till they pre-

vioufly give themfelves to the Lord.

I think that no one that is indebted to the

New Teftament for his knowledge refpe(^ing a

gofpel churchy will try to gainfay the foregoing

defcription.

Therefore I would obferve, that if the fore-

going defcription be a fcriptural reprefentationof

a gofpel church ; then confequently, that church

which does not agree thereto, is not ftridly upon

• Ads viii. 1 2. f Ads xvlii, 8. | a Cor. viii. 5,
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the gofpel pla?i^ unlefs it can be proved, that

there are two modes of gofpel churches.

That there may be churches formed, that in

many particulars may refemble a gofpel church,

I wifh not to deny ;—and that in thofe church-

es there may be many real Chriftians, is a mat-

ter I have no defire to fcruple : fol have reafon

to fuppofe that there are many Chriftians, not

united to any church.

Again, the Chriilian church is built on
ChriiVs authority^ and is fupported and defended

by the fcww : He is the chief corner ftme^ on
which their fpiritual building is erected, " dif-

allowed indeed of men ; but chofen of God,
and precious. Therefore, that church that

is built on worldly eftahl'ifhmerits^ and depends on
civil aid for its fupport and defence, is not

ilriclly conform.ed to the gofpel plan.

E%ra^ who led the people out of Babylon, refu-

iQi\ to afk aid of the civil ai*m, to affift him againft

the enemies in the w^ay, faying, " I w^as afliamed

to require of the kiyig a band of foldiers and horfe-

men, to help us againft the enemies in the way :

becaufe w^e had fpoken to the king, faying, The
hand of our God is upon all them for good that

feek him : but his povv-er and his wrath is againft

all them that forfake him.''*

Chrift's " liingdom is not of this world :"t
and in a religious fenfe is not connected wdth,

nor any ways dependent thereon for its being or

fupport.

It will doubtlefs be granted, that there are

many churches in the land, that are not formed
according to the foregoing method^ as may be
made evident, and will appear in the following

* Ezra viii. %%, f Johnxviii. 36.

B2
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particulars, i. e. That a heart belief or favln^
faiih in the Lord Jefus Chrift, is not confidered
by many of them as a pre-requlfitc to baptifm,
or to their being admitted in full communion \

which does not agree with the truly apoftolic

rule, Philip*^ words to the Eunuch who delired

to fubmit himfelf to tlie ordinance of baptifm,
were, " If thou believeji with all thine hearty thou
mayeft."* Philip was directed to this chariot by
the Spirit ofGod^ and muft be confidered as ad-
ing under the influence of that through the

whole tranfadion : and ifhe required any thing
more of the Ethiopian convert, than what was
necejfary^ really necejfary to that ordinance, it

would difcover a degree oi partiality which few
would be willing to admit, confidering the in-

fluence he aded under. That this was not the

cafe is evident from St. Paul's words, " with
the heart man believeth unto righteoufnefs, and
with the mouth confejjion is made unto falva-
tion,"i This heart beliefis the only belief ih^it is

unto righteoufnefs, and this mufl precede a con-

feffion with the mouth, if not the confeiTion

will be but zfalfehood.

Again, Many of the Padobaptijls hold the cov-

enant made with Abraham^ called by Stephen

" the covenant of circumcifion^^ to be the co'venant of

^race.\ From hence they infer the right of in-

fant memberfhip ; and confider the natural feed

of believers as the children of Abraham ; and
on this ground claim the fpecial privileges of
the gofpel for them as fuch.

This rather differs from Paulas idea, who tells

us, " the promife—^was nol to Abraham nor to

lii^feed through the law, but through the righu

* Afts viii, ^"j, f B,oni. x. lo. ^-^^s vii, 8*
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eoufnefs offaith. Therefore it is oifaith^ that it

might be by grace^ to the end the promife might
be lure to all xho^feed''* " And if ye be Chrill's,

then are ye Abraham's y^^v'/, and heirs according

to the pro?nifc\'^i Hence we may infer, that if

we be not Chriil's, then we are not Abraham's

feed^ and are not heirs according to the promife.

Again, The apoille Pt^'^r calls the members of

the Chriflian church, " an holy prieft-hood, to

offer xxpfpirifual facrifices acceptable to God by
Jefiis thrift ;"| which no carnal profeffor Q^xi do ;

Xieither can men in their naturalfiate^ for '' fpir^

itual things are foolifhnefs to them j" but the

children of God are " an holy nation, a peculiar

people^ to Ihew forth the praifes of him who hath

called them out of darknefs into his marvellous

light,^* Can we by this defcrlption find the

features of an i?2fant in his 7mturalftate ? or do
they not rather refemble true believers in Chrift.

But it is further added, " which in time pall

were not a people^ but are now the people of God,
which had not obtained rnercy^ but now have ob»

tained mercy,^''

But how will this agree with the ixotion of

infants being born with an hereditary right to the

fpecial ordinances of the gofpel ? If it be true

that they have a rights then there is no time

when they are not a people after they are born
into the world : and that they obtained mercy

in the fame way that Levi paid tithes^ i, e. in the

kins of hisfather. Upon this fcale, that parents

convey a right of church privileges to their in"

fantfeed^ I cannot fee why they do not hold

their church privileges by the fame tenure a^

they hold their lands*

• Rom. iv. la—i^. t Gal, iii. ft9. | x Pet. ii. j—9.
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But perhaps it may be thought I am trying to

expole a fmtiment that the Padobaptijh do not
hold, I, e. that grace is ejfenf'wl to church mem-
berfhip ; however, one of two things is evident

by their practice, either ift. That grace is con-

'ueyed as above deferibed ; or 2d. That grace is

not cjfential to church memberfliip. To fuppofe

tJie former, would fuperfede the neceflity of re-

generation—to fuppofe the latter, would be to

lay the foundation for a gracelefs church ; and
would leave no other diflerence between that

and the world, than what confifts merely in

name and externalform.

If what has been obferved already from the

\?i^ will and teftament of our Lord be true, it

muft fufdciently appear, that evidences of grace

are abfolutely necejfary to the admiflion of a

member to church fellowlhip or fpecial ordi-

nances.

At a certain time our Lord inquired of his

difciples, whom men faid that he was. After a

relation of the different opinions'of others, Pe-

ter beiievingly af&rms, " Triou art the Christ
THE Son of the living God. And Jefus an-

fwered and faid unto him, Bleffed art thou, Si-

mon-barjona, iovfiejh and blood hath not revealed

it unto thee, but my Father which is in heaven.

And I fay unto thee, thou art Peter ; and upon
this ROCK I will build my church, and the gates

of hell Ihall not prevail againll it."*

Churches in general, of all denominations,

improve this declaration as a promife in their fa-

vour. But to determine the propriety of the

clai/Uy it is neceflary to confider two things, ift.
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What we are to ynderiland by the Rock, 2d,

The manner of the building upon it.

Now, Ihould we build upon another rock in-

ftead of that referred to by our Lord, it would
naturally feclude us from the promife.

Again, Should we build and lay the true Rock
, as our foundation, but at the fame time fhould

, not attend to the manner of building as de-

fcribed by Chrift, we might ftill be left without

any juft right to the promife. Therefore I

would here obferve, that Chriftians in general

(Papifts excepted) acknowledge this rock to re-

fer to Chrifl:. But iliould the reader think I

take fomething for granted^that is not proved,

let him confult the following fcriptures, Ifaiah

xxviii. 16. Behold^ I lay in Zion for a foiindation^.a

. ftone, a tried (lone, a precious corner, ftone, afare

foundation, 2 Sam. xxi. 2. The Lord is my rock.

Again in the 32d verfe, Who is a rock fave our

God. Alfo, fee 1 Sam. ii. 2. Neither is there any

rook, like our God. Again, 1 Cor. ill. 11. For

other foundation ca?i no man lay than that is laid^

which is Jesus Christ. The apoftle fpeaking of

the houfehold of God, fays. They are built upon

the foundation of the apoftles and prophets^ Jefus

Chrifl hi?nfelf being the chief comer ftone : Eph.
ii. 20.

By the above quotations it is made evident,

that this Rock on which the church of Chrift is

built, is Chrift himfelf, who is the " root and off-

fpring of David, the bright and the 'morningflar,''*

This is the Rock implied in Reter*s confeiSon.

But let us obferv^e in the next place the man-
ner of the building to be erected on this Rock.
A profeffion of faith, in adults, in order to their

adraiiEon to fpecial communion, is a point gen«.
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erallf acknowledged : but if this be the only
idea that is to be taken—that they ftand hi the

aifje, and give their tacit confent to the articles

and covenant read ; confenting to ful)je(rr them-
felves to the rules of any particular church : if

this be all that is pleaded for as necelfary to the

building of the church of Chrift, I fhall take

leave to demur. For moft perfons that have
been educated in the theory of the Chriftian

religion could fubfcribe to this implicit faith :

but thofe members that are fit materials for this

fpiritual building, make a confellion in fubftance

as Peter did ; and this fprings from a Chrift re-

vealed in them ; "^t/6 a?id blood hath 7iot re-

vealed it unto thee,*' Without fuch a revelation

as this, no perfon can be a fit member for a gof-

pel church ; neither can they get upon this rock

without it : for until this is made to their fouls,

they neither know God nor Jefus Chrift ; for

it is exprefsly declared by Chrift, Mat. xi. 27,

No ?nan knoweth the Son but the Father ; neither

knoweth any man the Father but the Son^ and he to

whomfoe-ver the Son will reveal hi?n. And if they

do not know Chrift, they are not his /l:>eep : for

he fays, John x. 14, / a?n the good JJocpherd^ and

know my fheep^ and am known of mine. Now if

they are not Chrift'sy/j^^/), what right have they

in his fold, Chrift fixes a faving ifl'ue upon
coming to him, hearing his fayings, and doing

them : Mat, vi. 47. And it is faid, John vi.

44, iVo man can come to me except the Father which

fent me draw him : This is the man that digs deep

and lays his foundation fby faith and repentanceJ
upon this blefl'ed ROCK.

For the prefent let us view the matter in a

different light : if the divine rule will admit of
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one unregenerate perfon's being received as a

proper member of a gofpel chuixh, it will of two ;

and if of two, it will of ten ; and fo confequent-

ly there may be a whole church and not a true

believer in it ; but would any one dare to call

fuch a fociety oL, people, a church of Chrift ?

Would it not rather refemble 2ijynagogue of Sa-

tan ? But perhaps it will be objecled, that it is

not likely fuch an infbance ever will take place
;

furely there is notliing but di-vine intcrpofitlon to

hinder it, if this method is allowed to be rule-

able.

But it may be further objected, that ?i perfed

church is not to be expected in this imperfect

ftate. To which I anfwer, the divine ride re-

quires that they be perfect : Mat. v. 48. 2 Cor.

xiii. 11. Heb. xiii. t21. The queftion is not,

whether, after all, we fhall not have fome hypo-

crites, or unregenerate perfons in the church ; but
whether we may knowingly receive fuch, or

otherwife receive them that give no evidence to

the contrary.

Now it will be readily granted that the di-

vine rule requires every Chriftian to be perfect.

But w^hat if fome ihould fay. We do not exp'?(5t

Chriftians to be perfect, and fo Ihould take lib-

erty to /W/^/g-c? themlclves mfin; could the di-

vine rule be plead in their favour r Would it not
rather ftare them in the face ? Equally fo does

the gofpel rule every carnal and hypocritical pro-

But it may be further objc(ted that it is the

duty of every perfon to attend to all the exter-

nals of religion, as means which God has ap-

pointed for their converfion. To which I an-

fwer, it is the duty of every rational creature
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immediately to love God^ and that perfedly as Ga-
briel does ; for without a principle of real love to

God, the iinner cannot perform any Chriftian

duty. Short of this, his duties are like a dead
corpfe without a fpirit : For the end of the coin-

mandment is charity out ofapure het^t : 1 Tim. i. 5.

If the gofpel direfe the finner to a progref-

five life of ??ieans or ordinances^ in order to his

converjion, then it does not require him imme-
diately to believe^ or to exercife evangelical re-

pentance : means always precede the end for

which they were defigned. But is it not plain

that every duty which the law or gofpel requires

of any creature, it requires it to be done from
z'principle of fupreme love to God ; and with-

out that, all his pretenfions to duty are but

hypocrify. Prayer, or reading of God's word,

attending to the word preached, and fpecial or-

dinances (in an orderly way) are duties held up
before every perfon : but they are required to

attend them with penitent hearts. If the fmner

attempts to pray with a heart of impenitency

and unbelief, he does but deceive himfelf and

mock God : for his motives cannot fpring from

a higher fource than that which rules his heart,

which isfelflove. If he attends divine fervice,

and imagines he has been w^orfhipping God, he

does but deceive hi??felf : for they that worfhip

God^ worfhip hi?n infpirit and in truth ; whilft this

infcription might be juftly written upon his

moft refined a<As of devotion^ To the unknown
God. Sliould he be fprinkled from the bap-

tifmal laver, or itnmerfed in Jordan's fwelling

flood, it would avail him nothing without a new
heart. Should he come to the facred table of

our Lord, and receive the outward elements,
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yet ftill he does not commune with Chrlfl ; for

ChriJ^ is lighty and he is ciarknefs, and they have
no communion together.

That the proclamation of the gofpel is to be
made in the ears of iinners, will be readily grant-

ed ; and wherever it comes, it makes a demand
for the finner immediately to furrender his heart.

His refufil is criminal, and lays him under con-

denmation : John iii. 1 8. But that the gofpel in-

vites impenitents, while fuch, to partake of its

fpecial ordinances, I choofe rather to deny ; for

unto the wicked God faith ^ What haft thou to do to

declare my Jlatutes^ or that thou jhouldefl tc^j^e my
covenant in thy mouth ? Pfal. l. 16. Bat it ^ay
be poflible that fome may objecl, that I hereby
excufe the iinner from attempting any duty, be-

caufe he has not love to God : I am far from
-making excirfes for impenitents, but would
rather fliow them their inexcufablenefs. Should
the queftion be afked me. Whether it be the
duty of a finner to pray, I iliould readily an-

fwer. Yes ; and add, that he mufl pray infaith ;

for whatfoever is not offaith isfin : Rom. xiv. 23.

And without faith it is vnipoffihle to plcafe God : Heb.
xi. 6. How then jhall they call on hi?n in whom they

have not believed : Rom. x. 14. I can fee no
valuable end anfwered to the Redeemer's caufc^

or to the fouls of men, either by urging or re-

ceiving unregenerate (inners into the church. If

they can be perfuaded that they are doing fome-
thing that is acceptable to God as the ?natter of
their duty^ this may afford their confciences a
temporary relief, and may be the means of their

.

delaying to embrace that which alone can prove
the falvation of their fouls.
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Should one of thue fervants of Chrift be called

to vifit a dying perfon, on entering the room
Ihould difcover that <^^^//jwasjuft ready to receive

him in his icy arms—that he was paft hope of re-

covery. The crifts is important—^a few minutes
will decide his cafefor eternity ! The dying man
fixes ghaftly eyes upon him, as a mafter in Ifrael,

and expecls fome directions from him, while

with a faultering tongue he thus relates his fad

cafe ; I am a poor undonefinner ^ jufi going into eter^

7iity<i and have no evidence of an intereft in Chrift !

VVhatJhall IDO ? Will the faithful minifter now
tell him, he muft attend the ufe of means^ as

God^ appointment for his converfion ? Will he

dired: him to receive haptifm^ or to join to the

churchy or receive the facred fupper ? all which
he may do and yet be damned : or will he not

rather adopt St. Paul's directions to the jailer.

Believe on the Lord Jefus Chri/i^ aiid thoufhalt be

faved : Acts xvi. 31. And tell him, if he believ-

eth not^ he fhall die in his fins : John viii. 24. It

v/ill undoubtedly be granted, that the laft men-

tioned is fafeil for the dying man ; if fo, it is

^Ifo fafeft for living men ; for living men are

all dying men ! and we know not which will

die firft, either xhe fick or the well ! Therefore,

we ouglat ever to give fuch diredtions to fmners

at all times, as would be iafe to give them when
on a dying bed.

Having taken this brief furvey or the gofpel

doBrine relative to the character of God's pro-

fefling people, and the, churches of our Lord

Jefus'Chrift, we find this to be the account :

That thofe who had been fo taught as to under-

ftand the doctrine (^f the crofs^ and fo learned o-f

the Father as to come to the Son, immediately
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inanifefted their/?///? by their works of obedi-

ence, in fubmitting themfelves to the ordinance

of baptifm. After thus publickly giving them-

felves up to the Lord, " they gave themfelves

to one another by the will of God,'' or accord-

ing to his will. Then they broke bread and
continued in fellowfhip.

But we have no account of any one's believing

before taught^ " for how fliall they hear without

a preacher r" Nor of any one's being baptized

before he believed^ (or profefled to believe.) Nor
of any that came to the facredflipper before they

were baptized. We then believe it to be the

apoftolick order, to baptize none till they "ofefs

their faith in Chrifl ; and that till then, ffiey

cannot be confidered as qualijicd members for a

gofpel church, nor be received into their fel-

lowiliip at the Lord's table. Therefore, before

we are blamed too much, let a difTerent line of

ccndu6b be proved from the writings of the

evangelijis or apofiles^ and it will be our happinefs

if we are ivrong^ to be convinced^ that we may
have opportunity to reform.

But that our reafon for refufing ccmmunion

with other denominations, may more fully ap-

,

pear, let us go on to confider the following

things :

SECTION IT.

The Impropriety of the Baptift Churches communicati?ig

with thofe of other Deriominations confidered^ and
their difference in Sentiment more particularly

pointed out* _ ^ ^ '

1 HE Baptift churches believe, that no perfon

can be a difciple of Chrift, that is not capable of

felf'denial ; for the Author of our religion lias
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faid, " Whofoever he be of you that forfaketh

not all that he hath, he cannot be my difc'iple :

Luke xiv. 33»** *' Let him deny hi??ifelf2ind take

up his daily cro/s and follow me : Luke ix. 23."

And if he be not a di/dple, he cannot be confid-

ered a proper fubjed of fpecial ordinances.

We believe in one Lord^ one Faith ^ o7ie Baptifiiu

ift. I'hat this one Lord is the woman's seed,

the Immakuel, born of the virgin, the one
Mediator between God and man, the Head of

the Church, and Zion's King, a Leader and
Commander of his people, the great Pattern and
Exaniple for all true Believers.

^S^One Faith ; that faith that worh by love

Tkxm purifies the heart ; which is the only faith

of God's ele^l, and which alone can give a right

to fpecial ordinances ; for without it, it is impoffi-

ble to pleafe God. And that this onefaith ^ is

particularly in each qualified fubjedl, and cannot

give a right to any but thofe that have it.

Sd. One Baptffu ; that this one baptifm is an

immerfion in water, in the name of the trimie

God ; which is to be continued until Chrift's

fecond coming.
Should any fuppofe this one haptifn to be the

haptifm of the Holy Ghnft and fire^ fpoken of by
John Baptift and our Saviour^ I fhall take leave

to dilTent from their opinion, and give fome
reafon for my own.
The baptifm of the Holy Ghoft was fpoken of

by Chrift and his harbinger as that which had
not then taken place.

I think any one would take Angular freedom

to fay, that there were then no Chriftians who had

experienced the blcflings of grace in sn ordina-

ry converfion \ if it be not fo, this confcqucnce
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irruft follow, that thofe whorr Chrifthad chofen,

fome of whom he had /^t?/ forth to teach and
do miracles, were ignorant of the fpirituality of

religion, and were ftill in X.\i^\T fins.

Again, further, if the bapfifjii of the Holy Ghoft

be the one intended, it wotild exclude water bap-

tifm in every mode : For we can as eaiiiy con-

ceive of tivo Lords as of iijuo baptiims referred

to one inftitutioh.

The doctrine of baptifms mentioned by the

apoftle, Heb. vi. 2. has no reference to the gof-

pel inftitution of baptifm ; but is the fame
Greek word that is translated wajhings in another

chapter of the fame epiftle, Heb. ix. 10. There
is a negation fixed to thefe baptifms, and tney

were to be left, becaufe they were law ceremonies^

and not gofpel ivjlitutions.

But here will a queftion arife, What are we to

imderftand by the baptif?n of the Holy Ghoft and
fire ? fpoken of by John, Matt. iii. 11. and by
Chrift, Acls i. 5. John's words are, " I indeed

baptize you with water unto repentance ; but

he that cometh after me is mightier than I,

whofe fhoes I am not worthy to bear ; he fhali

baptize you with the Holy Ghoft andjire'^ Chriil's

words are, " And being affem.bled he command-
ed that they fhould not depart from Jerufalem,

but wait for the promife of the Father ; which,
faith he, ye have heard from m.e, for John truly

baptized with water, but ye Ihall be baptized

with the Holy Ghoft, not many days hence."

Doubtlefs thefe, at this time, had as great a

meafure of the Spirit, as Chriftians in general

have, and yet were not bcptized with the Holy

Ghoft.

C2
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But the explanation of the foregoing, ve
meet with in the beginning of the next chapters.,

foon after Chrift's afcenlion, " They were all

with one accord in one place, and fuddenly
there came a found from heaven, as of a mighty
ruihing wind, and it filled all the houfe wliere

they were fitting : and there appeared unto
them cloven tongues^ like as ofjire^ and it fat upon
each of them, and they were ail filled with the

Holy Ghoji, and began to/peak with other tongues,

as the Spirit gave them utterance : Ads li. 1,

2, 3.

Here is the Holy Ghoft and fire that was
mentioned. For Jefus was now glorified, and
thf Holy Ghoft according to his promife given.

I think it is very evident, that the baptifm of the

Holy Ghojl and fire did not refpecl the ordinary

influence of God's Spirit, either in the conver-

fion of finners, or in its confirming influences on
his people : But muft refped the extraordinary

and miraculous gifts beftowed on the apofiles and
others^ for the confirmation of the gofpel \ fuch

as the gifts of tongues^ healings prophefying^ he.

But as thefe obfcrvations may di&r from the

general opinion, I muft therefore be a little

more particular. Will any perfon dare to fay,

that thofe believers at Samaria^ whom Philip bap-

tized, were not true converts ? If they were
not, then PM//) baptized a number of imqualifed

fiibjeds^ that were ftrangers to the love of God.
if they were true converts^ I think my obferva-

tion muft ftand ; for it is further obferved of
them, that " when the apoftlcs that were at

Jeruihlem, had heard that Samaria had received

the "iicrd cf Gcd^ thoy fort Pciir ard Join unto

them, who p»-ayed tor tthem, that they might
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receive the Holy Ghqft^ (for as yet he was fallen

upon 7io7ie of them ; only they were baptized in

the name of the Lord Jefus.) Then laid they

their hands on them, and they received the Holy

Ghcfi ;" Acts viii. 14, 15, }6. The fame idea is

further iiluftrated by St. Paul, who, when " he

came to Ephefusy found certain difciples^'' and
"he faid unto them, Have ye received the Holy

Ghcjifince ye believed V Their anfwer was, " \^^e

have not heard whether there be any Holy
Ghoft •/' Acls xix. 1, 2—6. The apoflle it

feems prefumed, that if they were difciples, they

were baptized ; therefore did not inquire,

whether they were baptized, but unto what they

w^ere boptized. " And when Paul had laid his

hands upon them, the Holy Ghoft cam^e on them,

and they fpake with tongues andprophefied,^'
Although they had never heard of the Holy

Ghoji in thefe miraculous operations, yet they

were difciples and believers.

Therefore I think I have a rio;ht to this con-

ciulion, that the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft

ceafed when thefe miraculous gifcs ceafed ; and
that the one baptifm referred to, is water baptifm :

yea, even this baptifm of the Holy Gho/i never fu-

perfeded or deftroyed the neceility of water

baptifm, as an inftitution of Chrift. See it exem-
plified, Acts X. 44—48.

But let none conclude I mean to deny that

Chriftians have any influences of the Holy Ghoft
in this day ; I do not : neither do I believe they

were without them when Chrift was upon earth,

or even before he came. And yet thefe extra-

ordinary influences were not given, for Jefus

was not yet glorified. Therefore the inftitution of

baptifm ftarixis unfhaken upon the firm br^Hs of
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a divine co?n?nand^ which will continue it until the

end of time, notwithftanding inany ancient and
modern corrupters^ of whatever name, or fed:.

The Baptifts not only believe that this one
baptifm is an inftitution of Chrift, but that it is

ever to be admiiiiftered in one mode^ and to one
kind oifubjeds. Our opponents fuppofe (at leaft

many of them) that it may be adminiftered

upon a profeffion of faith, or without it ; ei-

ther by immerfton orfprinkling. They acknowl-

edge immeriion to believers to be lawful bap-

ti fm ; could we, Vv^ith a good confcience, allow

the fame of infant fprinkling, much of our dif-

pute would be at an end. " But our fixed and
avowed perfualion will not permit us to allow,

that infant fprinkling^ though performed with the

greateft folemnity, is worthy of the name. Con-
fequently, though they, confiftentiy with their

own principles, may receive us to communion
among them^ yet we cannot admit them in fel-

lowfhip with us at the Lord's table, without

contradi<5ling our profeffed fentiments. For it

appears to us, on the moft deliberate inquiry,

that immerfion is not a mere circumfiance^ or a

mode of baptifm, but eifential to the ordinance :

fo that in our judgment, he who is not immer-
fed is not baptized. This is one of our reafons

for refufmg communion to our Psedobaptiil

brethren, whom in many refpeifts, we highly

efteem, and towards whom we think it our duty

to cultivate the moft cordial affedion."*

We really believe one mode of baptifm to be

of divine appointment ; all others but human in*

mention.

* Booth's Apol. p. X4*
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But is this ordinance of our Lord left in fuch

obfairity^ that an honefl mind muft be always at

a lofs how to pra<5life it ? To plead this, is to

impeach Chrift, that he has not been -s^sfaithful in

his own houfe as 2ifon^ as Mcfes was as 2ifervant

:

Heb. iii. 5, 6.

But from whence does it appear that baptifm
is a duty ? Not from ary moralprecept^ but from
?i^poJitive injiitiition. "All pofi.ive inflitutions

depend entirely upon the will and declaration of
the perfon-who inftitutes them, with refpecl to

the end and dcfign of them ; and alfo the due
manner of performing them.."* But are not

, pojiiive inJHtutions as plain as moral precepts ? If fo,

why do we blame the fmner for not complying
with one, and e>:cufe the ChriHian for negle<Sting

the other ?

But it is faid, they do not neglecftit, but only
practife it in a different way ! But is this differ-

ent v/ay a divine inftitution, or fomething fubfti-

tuted in its room ? If the former, we may pre-

fume that it is made plain in the word, as it is

not defigned for men of fcience only, but for z/?:-

lecirned men and wo?nen^ and for babes in Chrift,

The inftance recorded in fcripture concern-

ing Saul who was fent to deftroy Amalek, with
the prophet's reply to him at his return, may
ferve as 2ifpeci?nen to difcover the nature and ef-^

feds of difobedience. The comariand was poji-

tive^ and was in part obeyed ; but " the befl: of
the fheep and oxen were faved alive/' Saul

was very confident he had performed the will

of the Lord, and thus addrefled Samuel :
" Bleif-

ed be thou of the Lord : I have performxcd the

commandment of the Lord :" 1 Sam. xv, 18,

* Letters to Bifhop Hoadley.
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And doubtlefs Saulwoxild have carried his point,

had not an infpired prophet withftood him. It

is likely Saul had feme Ipecious pretences for his

Gondud : he might flatter himfelf that theie

fheep and oxen might be a large faving of the

property of Ifrael ; and that to fave them to do

facrifice to the Lord, was a laudable defign j he
did not pretend he had the leaft regard tofelf
in the M^hole affair, but was now prudently
taking care that Jehovah''^ altar might be loaded
with the richeft facrifices. But the prophet
foon gave him to underiland, that obedience to

divine appointments, fuch as depend entirely on
an exprefs command, is better in the fight of

God than hecatombs of bleeding beafts, or

clouds of fmoaking incenfe : For rebellion is as

thefin of witchcraft^ and fiiibbornnefs is as iniquity

and idolatry : 1 Sam.xi. 23.

When the children of Ifrael were returned
from their captivity, they gathered themfelves

to Ezra the fcribe, to be inilrucled in their duty
out of the law, " And they found written in

the law which the Lord had commanded by
Mofes^ that the children of li'rael fhould dwell

in booths in the feaft of the feventh month :

Neh. viii, 14." This was a poftti've iyfiitution^

and juflly claimed the obedience of all Ifrael. But
notwithftanding this, it had not been kept in the

inftituted way from the days of J^z//?, until the

days of Nehemiah. Was the inftitution to

blame for their neglecl, or muft the blame fall

on them ? On them, fur el y. But migiit not

fome plaufible objedlions be made againft refor-

mation ? What if fome had afked the quellion,

" If this be fo, why did none of the learned

fathers find it out i Were not Samuel^ David, Sol-
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omon^ Jehojhaphat, Afa^ Jofuib and Hezekiah^ all

good men ? and they did not keep this feaft in

booths." What if others had faid, " We do not
underftand the word booths in fuch a point o£
light : a booth means a fort of tent, the defign of
which is to fcreen us from the fcorching beams
of the fun, and defend us from the injuries of

the weather ; and as our houfes anfwer thefe

purpofes, we efteem it lawful for us to eat this

feaft in them.'*

But what would all thefe obje^llons, and
many more that might be made, avail in the

mind of a man who was deiirous for reforma-

tion, and had his eyes open to read in the law
of the Lord ? " It was found written in the law
of the Lord ;" therefore it was a fufficient rea-

fon for every one to engage in reformation,

whofe heart was brought to love the law of his

God.
We profefs to take the word of God for a

perfe6b rule of faith and practice ; if fo, we are

not to follow the opinions of the beft of men,
though ever fo learned and great, any further

than they follow Chrift, or walk according to

his inftitutions. " To the law and the teftimo-

ny," this is our. only guide in matters ofreligion.

And from hence we find, that baptifm is 2LpoJi'

five injlitiition of Chrift, left in his church for the

benefit of his people ; concerning which we
can know nothing: but from the revealed will of

the great Lawgiver. Had the baptifm of UU"

believers been intended, it would have been de-

clared : if it were eitlier exprejfed or implied^ the

<ipoftles muft have underftood it, and x}\^\r prac-

tice would have difcovered it ; of which nothing

certain has ever yet been iva<iQ^ to appear.
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If fprinkling had been the divinely appointed

mode, it would be rational to exped to find it

exemplified in fcripture ; and that inftead of

their going to the water, that they brought the

water to them, " It behoves us therefore, well

to confider the rule which our Lord has given

relating to tliis ordinance."* " Becaufe we can

have no other direction in thefe fort of duties,

unlefs we have recourfe to mere invention,

which makes them our own in/iitutiom, and
not the inftitutions of him who iirft appointed

them."t
Therefore we find, after the moft deliberate

inquiry, that there is fuch a real difference in

our fentiments and pradice, that what the Pa-
dobaptijis believe and praclife for baptifm, is fo

effentially different from Chrift's appointment,

that in our. opinion it cannot be baptiiin.

Then furely we muft be the moft inconjtflent

fet of Chriilians in the world, to hold up the ne-

cefiity of baptifm by owy profejjlon, and yet when
we come to the Lord's table, pradically deny it,

by receiving thofe to our communion whom we
do not hefitate to tell the world, we look upon as

unbaptized perfons ; and fo for the fake of hold-

ing fre$ communion, we muft " build again the

things that we have defiroyed, and thereby make
ourfelves tranfgre//brs,'* for once renouncing

them.
But let us go on to fee, what fuch a practice

is built upon.

* Booth's Apol. p 24* t B. Hoadiey's p. ac p. 3.
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SECTION III.

The Argumentsforfree Comfuunion confidered—others

offered in Vindication of the Clofe Communionijis.

oHOULD all that has been obferved in the pre-

ceding pages be aiTented to, yet this queftion

may be put : Cannot the Baptift churches com-

minicatc with the Padobapii/b^ where they obtain

fatisfadion that they are Chrijlians^ and 2X^ fin-
cere ? Let us try the matter. The brother pro-

poiing to commune informs the church to

whom he applies, that he has reafon tofiippofe

he was baptized, in his infancy, and has never
feen it to be his duty to be baptized fince. Did
he but fee it to be duty, he would cordially

comply with it ; but as he does not, defires to

partake with them as he is.

What can the church do ? Muft the man be
debarred from doing his duty in one inftance,

becaufe he cannot fee it in another ? Or will

they drag him into the ivater^ againfl the light of
his own confcience ? Surely not the latter.

Some reafons muft be given, or the man ought
to be received. But what is the ground of his

application ? Why, he is a Chrijiian^ and is^/;?-

cere^ and he is baptised to himfelf, or he confiders

himfelf fo.

That he is a Chriftian^ the church may hQ fully

fatisfed ; and that he may h^fincere^ they do not
pretend to deny ; hntfincerityxs not the term of
communion : but being conformed to the apof-

tles' dodrine^ and continuing fieadfaflly therein :

Ads ii. 42.
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If fmcerity be the term ofcommunion^ whymight
not Paul have been admitted when he was a

member in good {landing in the Jewijh church ?

But it may be obj^fted that he persecuted the

faints of Jefus : it is true ; but who can challenge

his fmcerity from his own declaration ? / veriiy

thought ^ith myfelf that I ottght to do many things

contrary to the name of Jefus of Nazareth : A<Ss

xxvi. 9. And whatever we praftife that is not

according to th'e will of Chrift, is contrary there-

to, although we be ever fo fincere in doing it.

' May we not fuppofe that fome of all de-

nominations are^wr^r^, although ever fo errone^

oils ? But to illuftrate the idea, fuppofe one who
had been- educated a Roman Catholic, fhould

become a true convert, fo as to fatisfy a judg-

ment of charity : he afks for communion at the

Lord^s table, but at the flme time lets the

church know, that he could not, with a good
confcience, receive the cup. Although he has

renounced the church of Rome, the mother of
abominations^ yet he would not rejed: any thing

that appears to him to be right, becaufe that

church held the fame; he now a6ls honeftly,

according to the bell light he has. Would any
Proteilant church commune with him ? Surely

if they mean to prad:ife free cojmmwion they

ought to. The man is allowed indeed to be in

an error^ but then it is of that kind that is called
*' 7iQn-effential^ not fundamenial^ iiicreh circumjian'

tiar—" the Jirong ought to bear the infirmities

of the weak^^'-^XxQ mufl be received.

At their next communion feafon, there comes
a difcipk of George Fox^ who dtmts^ivofcr baptifn

in every mode, but he is convinced of one
error in his party, refpeding ^h.e facredfupper.
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and is now defirous to teflify his obedience to

this tnjlliution. Free communion is too liberal in its

fentiments to rejedl him ; his plea is fincerity,

which no one has a right to fcruple, without

falling under that fevere reproof, " Who art

thou that judgell another man's fervant ? to his

own mailer he ftands or falls." Neither of the

foregoing inflances can be more inconfiftent,

than for a Baptiji church to commune with a

Paedobaptift, whilll they hold him to be unbap-

tized. And the arguments that w^ill vindicate

the condud of one, will ferve the fame purpofe

for the other.

But it may be profitable here to have recoui-fe

to the fcripture dodrine in this matter, and if

thai approves of fuch a line of conduct, we
ought to drop the difpute ; if not, to contend

earneflly for this article of the Chrillian faith.

It mull be acknov/ledged, that there is a con-

nexion between the two poiitive inilitutions

of Chriil, and that one of them mull be prior to

the other. For a man cannot partake of the

Lord's fupper, and be baptized, at the fame
time.

It is reafonable to fuppofe, that thefe appoint-

ments, with regard to their order and connex-
ion, depend as much on the fovereign will and
pleafure of the Lawgiver, as the appointments

themfelves. " Here then the queflion is. Has
our fovereign Lord revealed his will, in regard

to this matter ? To the law and to the teftimo-

ny.*' How readeft thou ? " To determine the

query, we may firft confider the order of time

in which the two pofitive inftitutions of the

New Teftament were appointed : That baptifm

was ai^ ordinance of God ; that fubmiflion was
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required, and that it was adminiftered to mul-
titudes before the facred fupper was heard of
or had exiftence, are undeniable fadls."* John
Baptift, the apoftles, and even the Son of God

,

incarnate, all pradically recommended baptifm,

at a time when it would have been impious to

have eaten bread and drank wine, as an ordi-

nance of divine worfliip. Baptifm therefore

had the priority in point of inftitution.

Let us next confider the order of words in the

great commilTion. When a rifen Saviour faid to

his difciples, " all power is given me in heav-

en and in earth
;
go ye therefore and teach all na-

tions^ baptizing them in the name of the Father,

and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft ; teaching

them to OBSERVE all things whatsoever I

HAVE COMMANDED YOU :" Mat. xxviii. 18, 19,

20. The firft article of the -commifTion is, to

teach, then—what ? To baptize, or to adminijler

the Lord*
s
fupper ? let every confcience judge.

Let us next confider the apoflollc pra6lice. It

is very evident the apoflles underftood our Lord
in the fenfe for which we plead, and pradlifed ac-

cordingly. For when a number were " pricked

in their heart, and cried. Men and brethren,

what fhall we do ? Then Peter faid unto them.

Repent, 2Lnd''*—^what, break bread ? Nay, verily ;

but " be baptized every one of you.** llie

willing converts followed his diredion. " Then
they that gladly received his word were bap-

tized:'

The next flep was, to join tbemfelves to the

church, and afterwards they united" in breaking

of bread. This is apollolic order, and cannot

• Booth's Apol. p. 3t,
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be denied, without contradifting the oracfes of
truth.

When Chrift has thus revealed his will, for

us to difpute it, is rebellion. It rather becomes
us, with humility, to rejoice that he hath made
the path of our duty fo plain.

If what has already been obferved ftands con-

fiftent with fcripture, a contrary pradice cannot
be proved from the word ; unlel's it be like a lead-

en rule, that will apply to any thing. Then if this

be the order in which the two gofpel inilitu-

tions (land, we ihall do well to confider, who
hath given us a difpenfing power, to fet afide

one which claims a prior right on the convert's

obedience, for the fake of indulging him ia

another.

Mofes had no right to alter a iingle pin in the

tabernacle^ but was admoniflied to make all things

according to the pattern ihown in the mount.
And whofoever inverts the order of Chriil's

appointments, muft be confidered as dilating to

INFINITE WISDOM.
The next thing that I fhall confider is, the

arguments drawn from St. PauFs words to the

Romans : Receive ye one another as 'Chriji alfo hath

received us : Rom. xi. 7. Hence our opponents
argue, that fuch as God has received^ we have
reafon to fuppofe he communes with. We can-

not, therefore, in the exercife of a Chriftian

temper, refufe to receive them. But is this re-

iT^m/a^ limited to communicating at the Lord's ta-

ble ? Is there no other way for us to manifefl

our love to our brethren of other denomina-
tions, but for us pradlically to give up v/hat we
confcientiouily^believe to be the order of God's
houfe ? Before we make fuch a movement, it

d2
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^Vill be proper to inquire into the apoftle's mean-
iiig

J
and inftead of giving my own thoughts

On the text, I choofe rather to tranfcribe a paf-

fage from a Paedobaptift writer,* quoted by Mr.
BooTH,t who, diffenting from what our oppo-
nents infer, obferves—" This difference is glar-

ingly forced and wide, difcovering their igno-
rance of the true meaning and deiign of the
text, who make it. The" apoftle is not here
fpeaking of admilllon to church memberfhip at

all ; nor does he confider thofe to whom he
writGs in the precife light of the church univer-
fal, but as members of a particular church or
body, among whom there was fome difference

of opinion about meats, &c. which was like to
break their communing together, as is plain

from the preceding chapter. The apoflle fets

himfelf to prevent this, and to accomplifh a
reconciliation ? And after a number of healing

things, he concludes with thefe words

—

Receive

ye. one another ; that is, ye who are faints at

Rome, who have agreed to w^alk together in

the commandments and ordinances of the Lord
Jefus

; ye who are profefTedly united in church
communion, receive ye one another in love, as

becometh faints united in one body for mutual
benefit. Bear ye one another's burdens : watch
over and admonifh one another in k)ve, not-

withftanding fome difference in fentiments

among you, as to the eating certain meats, and
regarding certain days ; but let not that differ-

ence make any breach in your communion to-

gether as a church of Chrifl. But let the ftrong

bear with thofe that are weak 5 and the weak

* Smith's Conipend. Ace. of the form and order of the church, p»
SC9,IiO. t -Apology, p. 8J.
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not be offended with the liberty of the ftrong.

Judge not one another uncharitably ; but let

brotherly love continue. This is precifely the

apoftle's meaning, as will appear to thofe who
look impartially into the connexion of his argu-

ment, and by no means ferves the purpofe for

which the objectors bring it." There is an
effential difference between their eating or not
eating meats in the apoftolic times, and our be-

ing baptized or not baptized, prior to commun-
ion at the Lord's . table. The latter being a
folemn inflitution of divine worfhip : but can
this be afferted of the former ? Surely it muff be
draining things beyond bounds, to fet thefe ob-

folete, antiquated rites in contrail with a gofpel

inftitution.

Another argument made ufe of In favour of

free commumonis^ that if they are God's children,

/je communes with them ; and if fo, it would
be fuperflition for any to refufe to come to the

facred table with them. But it is not what
God can or does do, but his revealed will, that

is the rule of our duty. Many have left the

word of God out of a partial regard to the

characters of great and good men. But it may
be remembered, that when the Lord fent the

prophet from Judah to cry againft the altar at

Bethel, that he was forbid to eat bread or drink
water, in that place. For a time he kept clofe

to the word of the Lord, and profpered. But
after he was gone, an old prophet purfued after

him, and finally prevailed with him to return.

Had he appeared as an open enemy, it is not like-

ly the prophet would have heard to him ; but
this is the way in which he prevailed with him,

by telling him'^ alfo am a prophet ; and that an
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angel/pake unto me to bring thee back. But though
a prophet, or an angel from heaven had fpoken
unto him, he had no warrant to leave the word
of God ; and for his dilbbedience was fbon {lain

of a lion.*

Another argument made ufe of by thofe who
plead for open communion is, that we can join in

prayer, either in our families or in public, with
Paedobaptills, or can hear them preach occa-

iionally, and yet, after all, cannot come to the
Lord's table with them. It is true, and perhaps
fome caufe can be fhewn for our conduct.

We efteem it not only lawful^ but to be our in-

difpenfable duiy^ to manifeft our love to all that

Jove the Lord, in every way that is not incon-

fiftent v/ith a revelation of the divine will in

fome other refpefts,

I prefume it will be a given point, that cir-

cumcifiou was absolutely neceffary for every
male, in order to partake at the pafchal fupper ;

this was not the effect of any bigoted notion

in the Ifraelites, but by a pofitive command
of Jehovah : Exod. xii. 48. Had Enochs who
walked with God as a faint, and who, as a

prophet, foretold tlie coming of Chriil to judg-

ment ; or Noah^ who was an heir of ihe righteouf-

nefs offaith ^ as well as a preacher of it ; or

Mekhifedek^ that illulirious type of the great

Mefliah ; had thefe been contemporary with Mo-
fes, and fojourners in the f^Tie wildernefs, they

could not have been admitted to communion in

the Ifraelitifh church, without fubmitting to

circiimcifion. Yet had Enoch been in the camp
of Ifrael when Korah and his company mutinied,

and had been difpofed to have given the reb-

* See this account, z Kings, xiii.
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els a lecture on the fecond coming of Chrifl,

I cannot fuppofe his offered fervice would have
been rejeded by Mofes, merely becaufe he was
not circumcifed. Had Noah been prefent when
the tabernacle was eredied, and had been dif-

pofed to have given the people a fermon on
the future incarnation of the Son of God, and
the righteoiifnefs offaith ^ of which that facred

ftru^lure had a typical regard, I cannot but
think they would have given him a hearing

;

and yet the pofitive law of Jehovah would
have forbidden their partaking at the pafchal

feaft.

Our Lord, though he warned his hearers

againft the pride and hypocrify, the unbelief

and covetoufnefs of the Pharifees and Scribes,

yet exhorted the people to regard the truths

they delivered : Mat. xxiii. 1, 2, 3. Yet
would any aifert that our Lord would have
admitted thefe ecclefiaftics to communion in

fpecial ordinances ? When the beloved difci-

ple faid, " Mailer, we faw one calling out
devils in thy name, and we forbid him, be-

caufe he followed not with us :'* Jefus anfwer-

ed, " Forbid him not ; for he that is not

againft us, is for us :" Luke ix. 49, 50. From
hence it appears, that we ought to encourage
thofe who are fighting againft the common
enemy, and are propagating the common truth,

although we cannot commune in fpecial ordi-

nances together.

Another argument which has been addrefTed

with confiderable effecl, to the feelings and paf-

iions of Chriftians, is, the confequences that

will follow upon clofe communion, i. e. that if

Chriftians cannot communicate together in this
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world, how can they expert to enjoy fellow-

ihip together in heaven.

This is fomething very frightful indeed !

that there muft be two heavens for feparate

fpirits 1

But this may be anfwered by attending to

a few things. Who would dare to anathe-

matize all thofe who deny the ufe of both
ordinances ? Or, who will venture to fay, that

among the different kindreds, tongues and
tribes, who will appear in that illuftrious

throng, at the decifive hour, there will be
none Avho never faw nor praftifed the facred

ordinances in any form ? Or, who will affirm,

that none who are excommunicated perfons

will ever be admitted into heaven ?

And yet upon gofpel principles, it would
be unlawful to commune with them while

fuch.

But thefe obje6lions muft appear of no
weight to the candid. For where is there a

church of any denomination that there is not

fuch difference of opinion in fome things

among them, as at fome times to produce

trials, and at others, fharp contentions ? And
yet may we not fuppofe that one heaven will

hold them all after death ? Yes ; death, the

great levelkr^ will put an end to our party

difputes, and bring the duft of contending

Chriftians to reil in fweet agreement in the

grave ! equally fo will the fiery trial, which

fhall burn up all the hay^ wood and fiubble from

the foul, bring the fpirits of all good men to

dwell in a ftate of uninterrupted felicity.

The laft thing that I fhall confider, which is

brought as a plea for open communion, is, that
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the fcripture account of baptifm is left in fuch

darknefs and ambiguity, both as to the fubje6ts

and mode, that nothing certain can be deter-

mined. Therefore it calls for our charity to-

wards thofe who, differ from us. It may be re-

membered, that when the talents were com-
mitted to the fervants to occupy, the two that

improved made no complaints ; the other had
a hard mafter, an aujlere man ; a great many
difficulties flood in the way of duty. That the

baptifm of infants is not made plain, we ftiall

not deny : but, that believers were baptized, is

as plain as words can make it ; and fhines

through the New Teflament as if written with

•xfun-heam. If fprinkling be the mode intended
in the New Tellament, we muft concede to the

propofition that is not made plain. It would
feem like an ambiguous affair indeed, to relate,

that both the adminijlrator and the perfon hap-

iized^ went down into the watery and came up out of
it again, when all that was to be done, was only

to fprinkle a little water in the face. Yea, to

read in the volume of infpiration that multi-

tudes were baptized in the river Jordan ; and
that they were baptized in Enon^ hecaufe there was
much water there ^ when 2i few hafons of water
would have ferved the purpofe equally well.

This would feem indeed to be fo dark, that com-

monfenfe muft have been at a lofs, how to have
reconciled this ancient account with modern prac'

iiccy had it not been that fome gentlemen of

great invention, have lent their friendly aid,

and caft peculiar light upon the fubjecl. They
have informed the v/orld, that the large quanti-

ty of water was neceilary for the ufe of the

camels and affes the people rode upon ; whereas
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the only thing that the fcriptures bring into

view, is the conveniency of baptizing. That the

Padobaptijis confider it as not made plain in

fcripture ; or, that it is left to be pradifed in-

differently, as circumftances may require, is

abundantly evident from their conduct ; for

many of them adminifter both ways ; fometimes

in the meeting-houfe, and then /;; a river. What
llrange amphibious Chriftians !

If the Greek verb baptizo has not been rightly

explained, we have no reafon to fuppofe it ever

will be.

And this evidence we find in our favour from
the various expofitors upon it, that all the Bap-

tifts agree, that the w^ord in its firft or primary

fenfe, fignifies to dip or plunge^ and only in a

fecondary and confequential fenfe, to wajl^J^

Many of the Paedobaptifts allow the firft fenfe

of the word to be the fame as we do :t and if

others deny it, yet ftill the evidence ftands in

our favour ; for none w^ould give it up againft

themfelves, if they were not obliged in juftice

to do it. A number of ancient, learned expofi-

tors upon the Greek allow this fenfe* | The mat-

ter is out of difpute in our minds ; and we re-

ally think, that the combination of words and
circumjlances recorded in the Now Teftament,

have made it as plain as' any others could, fo

that " he may run that readeth." So plain

that *' no wayfaring man, though a fool, needs

err therein." Yet many who have been educat-

• Dodor Gill's anfwer to Mr. Dick«nfon, p. 90.

f See the learned Hcjiiry, on Rom. vi. 4. Alfo quoted by Mr.
Fofter, Dr. Doddridge, Mr. burkitt, Dr. Maclainc, Dr. Wall, and Mr.
Poole.

I Scapula, Schrevelius; Budrus, Cailvin, B^za, Cafaubon, Tirotius,

&c quoted with their words by Dr. Gill.
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€d in the theory of the Chriftian religion, from
their early days, excufe themfelves from this

duty, becauie they cannot fee it. But it is fo

plain that an Ethiopian Eunuch^ who, but a few
minutes before, did not underjiand what he read^'

was foon inftruded in the weighty concerns of

his foul, and believed in the truth with all his

heart ; which immediately led him to come
down from his chariot, and go down ini9 the

water. Surely the Chriftian who boafts fuperior

advantages above an Ethiopian^ muft ftand ad-

monilhed by this example. If Ananias of Da-

mafciis^ was to meet fuch an ind^erent brother,

would he not addrefs him in'nis admoniftiing

language, " Why tarrieft thou ? Arife and be

baptized." Would not the ready obedience of

the jailor^ who " arofe the fame hour of the

night, and was baptized, he and all his ftraight-

way," reprove fuch a delaying brother ?

Could not Lydia leave the riverfide^ where
the Lord iirft opened her hearty before ilie gave

proof of her faith, by fubmitting to this ordi-

nance ? Then let the doubting lift their eyes and
fee what a cloud of witnefles we are furrounded
with, and lay afide every weight, and run the

felf-denying race ; and fee that they do not
make void the commandments of God, through
their tradition.

Plaving thus gone through with what I pro-

pofed, I Qiail clofe the whole by a brief addrefs

to the Baptift Churches.

Dear Brethren^

It was at the requeft of a number of you that

1 attempted to write ; and if I ftiould fail of

anfwering your expedations, yet ftill I have the
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teftimony of my confcience, to the reditude of

my intention ; and my inability you will tender-

ly impeach. You will find a great difference in

thofe who objed again ft our order, with regard

to clofe commuyiion. Some, no doubt, are to be

confidered in the light of thofe we meet with,

Ezra iv. 2, who requefled of thofe Jewifh fa-

thers, to build with them \ their plea was, " We
feek your God as ye do ; and we do facrifice to

him fince the day of Efar-haddon, king of Af-

fur." Thefe were not admitted, for they were

enemies, and only fought to overthrow thofe

who were building.

But you will meet with others, who, joying

and beholding your order, would gladly take

privileges with you ; who l^and high in your

efteem as friends to the caufe of truth ; thefe

demand the tendereft expreflions of your love.

Yet it is never-to be expreifed in a way contrary

to God's revealed will. Therefore, if our pro-

feilion be confiftent with the word of truths let

our practice be fo too. Let thofe who open

their doors for free communion confider, wheth-

er they do not give more liberty than the fcrip-

tures do, by fitting down at the holy table

with thofe whom they look upon as unbaptized*

They will do well to fearch for a precedent for

their condud in the word of God. I am per-

fuaded, if they were to afk the Chriftian world

in general, they would readily join with the

apoftle and fay, " We have nofuch cuftom, nor

the churches of God*' that were before us, as to

receive unbaptized perfons to communicate

with us.

Let thofe who pra6life according to their pro-

fcffioDj never be ajl^amed of the crofs of Chriil ^
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but remember that it is enough that the difciph

be as his Lord, and x\\QfervanthQ as his mafter.

Remember the apoflle's words to the Thefialoni-

ans, " Now we command you, in the name of
our Lord Jefus Chrift, that ye withdraw your-
feives from every brother that walketh difor-

derly, and not after the tradition which he re-

ceived of us •/* 2 ThefT. iii. 6. It may be your
duty to withdraw from them that you confider

as not conformed to the tradition of the apof-

ties ; fo far, as not to partake together at the
Lord's table.

But I fliall clofe with the words of the belov-

ed Paid to the Corinthians : " Now I befeech

you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jefus

Chrift, that ye all fpeak the fame thing, and
that there be no divifions among you \ but that

ye be perfe(flly joined together in the fame
mind, and in the fame judgment :" 1 Cor, i. 10.
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A

BRIEF VINDICATION, &c.^

S E C T I O N I.

Preliminary Ohfervations on the SiihjeB in Difpuie.

REVEREND SIR,

Y OUR Friendly Letter^ which was publifhed in

December, 1791,1 could not obtain until feveral mor.ths

after j and have not the pleafure of acknowleciging

your politenefs in fending me a copy j altliough from
an apology oflfered by your generous hrothers, I am in-

clined to hope it was not a defigned omifiion*

In my other Piece I obferved, ^' that it was not the

love of controverfy which induced me to write." I

have the happinefs ftill to believe, that this is not my
greateft motive. And had your arguments proved our

femiments and practice refpecting communion, to be //«-

fcnpturalj or i7ico7ifijhnt with tliat brotherly affection

which the gofpel requires, I Ihould indeed « have been

a gainer by the controverfy,' and would have acknowl-

edged myfelf indebted to you for the inftru61:ion. But
after I had carefully examined your arguments, I did

not find the evidence fufficient to produce conviction :

therefore, am obliged ixifincerity to abide by my former
opinion.

Were the dlfpute between us to be confldered mere-
ly perfonalf and unconnefled with the interefts of re-

* This Part muft dill be conCdered as a Reply to the remarks of the

Rev. Noab H'orcefer^ A. B. in his Friendly Letter to the Author.



56 Preliminary Obfervations,

liglon, I ftiould not think myfelf called upon io

attempt a reply. But fince the honour of Chrift as

Head of the church, and Law-giver in his own king-

dom, and the peace and tranquillity of two denomina-
tions of Chriftians are in fome meafure involved in this

difpute, it appears to me of importance that the ground
of the controverfy {l:iould be fully afcertained. And as

you have endeavoured to lay the blame wholly ta our

denomination, I fhall moft cheerfully come forward,

with a vindication of myfelf and brethren.

In purfuing my prefent defign, I (liall be led tore-

mark upon feveral things^ which are offered to confid-

eration in your FriemUy Letter. In doing of which, I

hope to be governed by a fpirit of candour and Chrif-

tian love ; and can affure you, that nothing would give

wio more fcjnn'ole regec, than to mifcoiiceive, or mlfrep-

icient your meaning. In fome inrtances I could have

wifhed that you had been more explicit, which would

have relieved me from the fear of miftaking you.

it will not be expecSted, that I ihould follow you la

the exa6t order in which you have treated the fubje<St

;

nor that I (Kould reply to all that you have written,

Some of your obfervation.s are agreeable to my viev/s ;

and fome of them appear to be unconnected v/ith the

fubjedt in difpute. To avoid prolixity, I Ihall omit

many things which might with propriety be urged ia

the prefent controverfy.

You have obferved, that with fome degree of care

yea had perufed the pamphlet which I had written : if

foj you rouft have obferved our main objeclions to free

communion confifl effentially, in two things j Wz. l.That

baptifm is a divinely appointed pre-requifite to €om~
munion at the Lord's table. 2. That immerfion upon
a profeflion of faith is effential to gofpel baptifm. The
firft of thefe I take for granted you have given up : for

you obferve, (p 9.) * The queRion is not, whether

baptifm in fome mode be an ejptitial quaJificaiion ; you
alfo add, (p. 13.) * I do not deny that baptifm was.

prior to coming to the Lord's table in the aj^oflolick

pra61ice. I fuppofe it was : and I alfo iuppofe their ex-

ample to be worthy of imitation in like cii'cumftances-'
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Thus, Sir, he who is unbaptized, however amiable his

character may appear, is ejfentially dlfqualified in your

efteem. In this particular we feem to be agreed, that

baptifm mfonie mode is efTential to a due quaiiflcation for

the Lord's table. And I believe this to be the general

fenfe of the two denominations. The other objecftion

remains yet to be confidered •, which may be divided into

two queftions : i. e. Who are the proper yJ^^yVj/j of bap-

tifm ? And, what is the appointed mode P I have faid in

my other Piece, that we confider " profelTed believers

as the on/y proper fubjecHis of baptifm j" and "that im-

mersion is not a mere circumjiance, or mode of baptifm,

but eflential to the ordinance." I have not obferved in

your Letter that you have difproved thefe fentiments ;

but what you have faid in this refpe£t fhall be attended

to in its place. For the prefent we fhall only fay, that

you have raifed a huge holt oifuppofiUom and ccfifeqtmi"

cesj and brought them all rgainfk our fentiments, as if

you were determined to frighten us out of our alle-

giance to the great Law-giver : but we may fay as

Saint Paul in another cafe, None of thefe things move us.

If I have rightly comprehended your reafoning in

favour cffree communion, the moft material arguments

are the following. ], * That the cflence of baptifm

does not confift in any one particular mode whatever.*

(p. 10.) 2. If it fliould fir.aliy appear, that you had
miffed the divine appointment, yet, as * godlyfnccrity

is the very soul and essence of conformity to Chrift,*

you are therefore * as well accepted in the fight of God,
as though your outward conduci had been according to

the appointed m.ode.' (p. 19,21.) 3. < Suppofing that

the Paidobaptifls are really in an error, if Chrift does

not view the error as fo effential but that he will com*

mune with them, why cannofyou commune with thofe

at the table, with whom God communes ?' (p. 28, 29.)

Thefe appear to be the main pillars on which your

fuperftru(5vure is built ; and ihall each of them be par-

ticularly confidered. Having thus ftated the conititu^

ent parts of the difpute, we are now prepared to attend,

to each particular.
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S E C T IfO N II.

Frofcjfed Believers the only appointed SuhjeEis of Baptiftn^

In your third part you obferve, * The queftion to
be difputed is fummarily this : Whether, for a perfon
to be baptized by immerfion, after believing, be an ef-

fential term of communion at the Lord's table ?' Of
this queftion you inform your readers that I * take the
affirmative fide/ But, my dear fir, you have not ftated

the queftion right : that i^, if you mean to have me take
the affirmative. Nor will your quotations from me fup-

port fuch a ftateraent. The paffages quoted, and from
which you make the miftake, are in thefe words •, that
" baptifm is to be adminiftered only in one mode, and
to one kind of fubje(5ls " That " profeftbd believers

are the ojily proper rubje<^s of baptifm." I fuppofe the
difference to be eafily difcerned. I faid " profelTed

believers," you fay " to be baptized after believing."

The former fuppofes that a perfon may fatisfy a judg-
ment of charity, and yet be a hypocrite : the latter,

that he is infalhbly a believer. I conclude, that a perfon
may be baptized according to Clirift's inftitution, and
yet be a hypocrite ; but he cannot be baptized inftitu-

tionally, without a profeflion of faith. We are obliged

by the gofpel rule to require a profeffion ; but we are

not obliged to know the ftncerity of the perfon who
makes it.

Now, Sir, to fome the queftion may appear to be the
fame j but it is evident that there is a very fpecific dif-

ference j and, from the wrong manner in which you
have ftated it, you have ?fQi\Q on to draw falfe conclu-
fions, and to crowd a train of diiagreeable confequences
upon our fentiments, v/hich will appear of no force,

when the queftion is rightly conftdered.

You inform your readers, (p. 12) that we fuppofe,
** not only that immerfion is elTential to the ordinance
of baptifm, but that none are proper fubje(n:s of it but
vifible believers." From this you draw the following

inference ; * If none are proper fubjeds but vifible be*
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lievers, none are proper fubje(f\s but real believers.*

You illuftrate it as follows : * For although a perfon's

outwardly appearing to be a proper fubjedl, may give

him a right in the fight of men, it does not in the fight

of God/
You will permit me here to Inquire, whether you

have any other method to judge of the * real piety^ the
• godlyJtncerity^ or the proper qualifications of perfons

for fpecial ordinances, but what is vifible, or in the

fight of men ? If you have, it is a prerogative which we
do not claim. I think, Sir, the inference grants, that

they have a right in the fight of men ; and although

God may know them to be hypocrites, as he is not plea-

fed to interpofe and make the matter vifible, who will

dare to challenge their right, and forbid their proceed-

ing ?

That this obfervatlon may appear in its proper light,

we will bring the matter upon trial \ and, if you pleafe,

we will borrow an example from the New Teftament
to illufirate it by. In the eighth chapter of the A£l:s,

we have an account of Philip's vifiting and preaching

the gofpel in Samaria, and of the happy effe<5ts which
followed. That a people who had long been be-

witched, were now reduced to reafon and religion,

which was the occafion of great joy in that city j and it

is faid, " when they believed Philip preaching the

things concerning the kingdom of God, and the name
of Jefus Chrift, they were baptized, both men and
ivomen" It is alfo added, that Simon believed ; that is,

he appeared to Philip and others to believe : for we cannot
fuppofe from the account afterwards given of him, that

he was a real believer, though at this time there was
nothing appeared to the contrary. Now, what was
Philip's duty in the prefent cafe ? It is evident that he
required, as a pre-requifite in his candidates, that they
believe with all the heart ; as appears from another cir-

cuaiftance recorded in the fame chapter. And although
Simon appeared to him to be a true believer, yet, in the

fight of God, he was nothing but a hypocrite.

It is abundantly evident, that Philip required the

fame qualifications, in order to baptifm, that the
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Baptifts do at the prefent day. It is equally e-vident,

thaf he baptized a perfon, who, in the iight of God,
had not thofe qualifications. The prefent inquiry is,

whether he did right or not ? If you fhould choofe to

fay, he did not a£t confidently with his principles ; this

will lead us to inquire again, what reafons could deter-

mine him in a6ling otherwife, as he did not know the
heart of Simon ? But as this anfwer would necefTarily

involve you in a controverfy with him, I fhall for the
prefent leave it, to be fettled between you. But fhould
you give your opinion in favour of his conduct, by
whatever arguments you would vindicate that^ the fame
will ferve to vindicate ciirsy under fimilar circumftances.

It may be proper here to attend to the coni^quenccs

you have drawn from the preceding obfervations ; i. e.

that upon our principles * it may be neceiTary to admin-
ifler the ordinance of baptifm fifty or a hundred times

to the fame perfon.' Alarming as thefe confequences

may appear to you, they do not greatly terrify us : For
our prhiciples have had a practical exiftence for ages

paft ; and yet I can afTure you, I have never heard of

a perfon's being baptized j^i;^ and twenty times. Nor is it

common with us to baptize a perfon more than once.

But if we fliould think it neceiTary upon any occafion to

repeat it, Piedobaptifts do even the fame. Some of them
have become fo liberal, as not only to immerfe, or

fprinUe) as the candidate may choofe ; but, to immcrfe

thofe who have been fprinkled in infancy, and have

been members of their churches for many years !* If

it be neceiTary to perform it twice, 1 know not but that

fome circumftances may render it equally neceiTary to

perform it fifty times.

But, Sir, I wifh to bring the inilance of Philip and
Simon once more into view, as I think it may ferve to

remove fome of your fuppofed difficulties. It will un-

doubtedly be granted, that Philip baptized xhefrcerer^

upon the fame footing which he did the other Samari-

* If I am rightly informecl, the Rev. Mr. P— paftor of a church

m your vicinity, has baptized a number who had been baptized in in-

fancy. '1 he fame has been done by the Rev. Mr. B— of Randolph, iji

Vermont. Other iiillanccs might be mentioned if nccellary.
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tan converts, I. e. upon a profejfton offaith. But, when
Peter and John came to vifit the brethren at Samaria,

and had laid their hands on a number, by which means

the miraculous gifts of the Holy Ghoft were conferred,

Pinion beholding, was filled with aftonifliment, and pro-

ceeded to offer them money, in order to obtain this

power. This condu£l betrayed his ignorance of the

true fpirit of religion, and expofed him to that mofl:

fevere reproof from Feter ; " Thy money perifli with

thee,—thou haft neither part nor lot in this matter '.for

thy heart is not right in thefght of God. For I perceive

that thou art in the gall of bitternefs, and in the bond
of#iiquity." He was no longer to be confidered as a

Chriftian, but under the reigning power of guilt and
unbelief.

Now fhould we fuppofe Philip to return this way
again in a few weeks, and after inquiring into the ftate

of his young converts, he is informed of the fituatioa

of Simon, and from the account-he receives is defirous

of a perfonal interview x^^ith him : It is agreed to, and
when the time arrives, Sifnon comes before him ; bluili-

ing and confufion appear In his face ; Ihame and forrow

mingle in his eyes ; he paufes—he fighs ! at length

thus addrefles the Evangelift : " I have indeed done
dillionour to the Chriftian name, and have given ample
proof to the world, that I was a ftranger to the power
and divinity of the gofpel : and although my admira-

tion was raifed by the miracles I beheld, my paftions

moved and charmed by the foft eloquence of your per-

fuafive tongue ; yet alas ! I was bufcln love with my-
felf, inftead of a Saviour ; but wv iniquity hasfound me
out, and now appears hateful to me." Ke informs Philip,

that the exhortation given him by the apoftle Peter to

repent, was {o accompanied with the divine energy, that

he had now reafon to hope that he had become a true

penitent. Philip, and the church at Samaria, are fully

iatisfied, that although Simon, when he made a pro-

. feffion, was iji the gall of bitternefs and horid of iniquity, yet

that he is now become a true child of God.
You will permit me here in my turn to inquire,

•whether Simon can nov/ be looked upon as a vfibly qua!'
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ified member for church fellow/hip and communion ?

or whether he is to be baptized again ? I do not wilh
to anticipate your anfwer ; but as it is a difficulty of
your own propofing, I think it reafonable to give you
the labouring oar ; and whatever ivay you are pleafed

to decide in this cafe, will undoubtedly relieve us under
fimiiar circumftances.

Upon the whole, does it not appear evident to every
candid reader, that we require no ;jiore, nor any other
qualifications in our candidates for baptifm, than v/hat

were required in the apoftolick age ? They required
their candidates to believe iviih all the heart ; we require

no more. Therefore, whatever confcquences are fairly

deducible from our principles in this point, the fame
are equally chargeable upon theirs.

Agreeably to the foregoing obfervations are the fenti-

ments of many Psedobaptift writers. I will here

cite the words of one. <^ It is manifeft (faith he)

tfiat Philip's principles were, to baptize none but

what , had faving grace, and believed with all their

hearts." Alfo, " It is manifeft that the apoftles did not

Intend to baptize any adult perfons, except they had
knowledge or fatisfa(flion that they had the feed of

grace fov/n in their hearts. Witnefs the infbance of

Philip's baptizing the eunuch ; again, for proof, Peter's

baptizing Cornelius, and thofe Gentiles that believed,

after they had received the Holy Ghoft, as well as

the believing Jews : So alfo the inftance of the jailer's

family. Not to multiply inftances, it is well known, or

may be well known, that faith is always fpoken of in

the word of God before baptifm ; and wc all agree that

baptifm is to be adminiftered to a perfon before the

Lord's fupper."* If this be a juft ftatemcnt of fadis,

that neither Philip nor the apollles meant to baptize

any adults, but thole who believed with all the heart v

and that it is well known that faith is always fpoken of

in the word of God before baptizing ; furely the Bap-

tifts cannot be reafonably blamed, for endeavouring to

imitate apoftolick practice.

• Ffothifigham's Right to the Lord's Supper, p. 65, 66.
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From the preceding remarks, you may probably fee

wherein you have milliaken the matter, in charging

our fentiments with error refpe(5ling the qualihcations

of candidates for baptifm. You feem to fuppofe, that

becaufe we require them to be vifihle believ.^rs, that we
are obhgcd to know that they are real believers ; This
is evidently implied in your objection, * That if none
are proper lubjedts but viiible believers, none are proper

fubjects but real believers.' That every man who pro-

fefles religion ought to be what he profefTes, no one
will deny ; but, that we are obliged to knoiu them to

be fincere, I have never yet conceived. Were we, for

fear of the confequences, to refufe to adminiiter either

the ordinance of baptifm, or the Lord's fupper, until

we abfoUitely knew w^ho were fincere, I believe we
fliould admhiifter no more until the end of time.

But, (hoiiUl v/^e allow all the confequences which you
have fuppoied to be true, (which will by no means be
granted) and fhould we then fuppofe again, that foma
imagination, more fertile than yours, might fuggeil

twice as many more, v/hat then ? Are we to mutilate

or lay alide a pofitive inftitution, for fear of confequen-

ces which are very unlikely ever to take place ? Is our
obedience to be meafured by our own conveniency, or

to be withheld becaufe of fome fuppofed difficulties ?

Surely not.

Pofitive inftitutions require cur implicit obedience to

the fovereign will of Him who inftituted them, without
ailigning any reafons for their litnefs, or making a pro-

vifo in cafe of fuppofed difficulties. They are well dif-

tinguiflied from moral precepts, by a late learned writer.

His words are as follow : " Moral precepts, are precepts

the reafon of which we fee ; pofitive precepts, are pre-

cepts the reafon of which we do not fee. Moral du-
ties arife out of the nature of the cafe itfelf, prior to ex-

ternal command ; pofitive duties do not arife out of the

nature of the cafe, but from external command , nor

would they be duties at all, were it not for inch com-
mand, received from Him whofe creatures and fubjedts

we are.''*' Our obligations to precepts of this kind,

* Bi.Tiop Bjtler's Analogy of Religion, p. 173.
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are well defcribed by Prefident Edwards -, his words
are—" Such precepts are the greateft and moft proper

trial of obedience, becai-fe in them the mere authority

and will of the Legiflator is the fole groimd of the ob-
ligation (and nothing in the natures of the thing-s them-
felves *,) and therefore they are the greatefl: trial of any
perfon's refpe^St to that authority and will."*

Had the excellent ^Ir. Edwards viewed pofitive in-

ftitutions in the fame indifferent light which you do,

it is not probable he would have written after this man-
ner ; but perhaps he had never thought of your happy
iiiccedaneum, ^fmceiity^ which, like the ancient philof-

opher's ftone, can turn all our external omiilions of pofi-

tive duties into real ads of obedience.

I concl'jde it will not be denied;, that profejfed believers

are proper fubjeds of baptifm : but tlie c^ueftion before

us- is, Whether they are the only proper fubje6ts ?

When I ufe the term proper, I mean not, what is be-

come io by tradition ,• but what is agreeable to the in-

ftitution, as recorded in the facred hiftory of baptifm.

That no other inftances are recorded you implicitly ac-

knowledge, when you fay, * I would query, whether
the evidence that believers were baptized, is any evi-

dence that infants were not alfo baptized ?^ This query,

in the firfl: inftance, grants, that there is evidence that

believers were baptized. Secondly, it aflcs, ' AVhether

that is any evidence that infants were not alfo baptized ?'

It will be granted that it is not pofitive evidence that

they were not ; nor is it, that they were not anointed

with the holy chrifm, orJig?ied with the iign of the crofs,

or twenty other things done to them of which the
* fcripture isjilent.^ But it is circumftantial evidence

that they were not : for, that the facred hiflorians,

v^hen recording the many inftances of the baptifm of

believers for the fpaie of near fixty years, until the

volume of infpiration v/as clofed, and never once men-
tioning a Single inftance of an infant, muft look like a

deli>gn, againft infant baptifm, provided it v/as then in

pra^ice. It is not eafy to account for their negle<5ting

to record 2. jaBy on which fo much depended, as the fu-

* Difcourfcs on Important Subjedls, p. 68.
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ture peace, and order of the church of Chrlft. Nor
does it appear to us a llifficient apology for an omiflion
fo interefting to fay, that the right of Infants was fo

well eftablifhed under the Jewilh difpenfation, that it

was unneceffary that any exprefs mention fliould be
made of it in the New Teftament ; unlefs baptifm is to

be confidered as a Jewifh rlu, rather than a Chriftian
injlitution. For, under the gofpel difpenfation, the
priejlhood being changed^ there is made of necijjtty a change

cilfo of the laivy with refpedl to pofitive inftitutions.

In order to bring this head to a clofe, you will per-
mit me to Inquire, Whether Paedobaptifls in general
do not require, in all unbaptized adults, a perfonal pro-
feffion of faith, in order to their being admitted to the
ordinance of baptifm ? That they do, will appear from
their own teftimony : " Baptifm is not to be adm.inif-

tered to any that are out of the vifible church, until

they profefs their faith in Chriil, and obedience to

him."*

Shall I add to this another, from- a late advocate for

infant baptifm, who has complained much of the Bap-
tiih for their " afummg" language, in calling the bap-
tifm adminifteretl by them, by way of diftin^tion, « Be-
Jievers' Bjpiifm" " Whereas, (faith he) there is tio

other baptifm adminiftered in our churches but the
baptifm of believers, or thofe who are accounted fuch,

either upon their perfonal profeiiion, or in the repute
of the church, and God's gracious acceptation. As to

adult perfons unbaptized, they are no ptherwife admit-
ted to baptifm am.ong us, it is knovvn^ than upon a per-
fonal profefFion of faith."f

This gentleman, from the general manner of his ex-
preflions, mufl be underflood to reprefent the whole
denomination ; and evidently carries the matter quite

as far as we do. If a profeffion offaith be the oidy terms
on which you admit adults to baptifm ; if, after this,

they ihould prove their profeffion to be faife, you are

as much obliged to baptize them
^fifty times,' m order

* A ffcmbly of Divines' Catechifm.

f Clark's Defence of Infant baptifm, p. %,
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to be confiftcnt upon your fentiments, as we are upon
ours. The ftrongeft terms you have quoted from me
are, " That none are proper fubje6ls (^i baptifm but

profepd believers." We have jufi: heard, that there is

•* no other baptifm adminiftered in your churches, but

the baptifm of beUevers ;" nor will it relieve the mat-

ter for any to fay that it is added, « or tliofe who are

accounted fuch upon their perfonal profeflion." This

is all that we contend for as anfwering the rule : for

we do not pretend abfolutely to know, that thofe whom
we baptize are real believers^ only we account them fuch

,upon their perfonal profeffion. Nor can it be confider-

ed as an exception, what is further added, That they

are believers « in the 'repute of the church :" for no

church could coniiflrcntly reprite a pcrfon to be a be-

liever, without rational evidence that he was fuch. But

the lad; expreffion fecms to carry the matter to a de-

gree of certainty ; That they are believers in " God's

ji;racious acceptation :" for although perfons may pro-

fefs, and churches may account them to be believers ;

yet certainly God, as he cannot be deceived, will not

itccept any as fuch, but thofe who are fo in reality.

We will next take notice of that very fcriptural ac-

count given by Dr. Hopkins, When defcribing the

fu*bje£ls of baptifm, he fays, « The proper fubje<Ss of

baptifm, if adult, are thofe who, by profeffion and

appearance, are believers in Chrift and true friends to

him. None but they who are really fuch, do in heart

put on Chrijl : They muft therefore be really holy, in

order to put on this viiibiity and profeffion of it, with

propriety and truth, which they do in baptifm : for if

they be not really fuch, they are utterly unqualified in

the fight of God, to be admitted to baptifm, as it is, on

their part, only a piece of hypocrify. Therefore none

are to be admitted to this ordinance, but thofe who, in

the view of the church, appear to be true friends to

Chrift or behevers in him, and really holy, and are juftiy

confAlered by them as fuch, who can judge only by

outward appearance, and cannot conainly know the

heart.
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« That none but fuch, who are thus vifibly, and in

the charitable judgment of the church, and of thole-

who adminifter this ordinance, believers in Chrift and

really holy, are the proper fubjecls of this ordinance,

and to be admitted to baptifm, is abundantly evidentfyjm
fcripturey as well as from the nature of the tranfa^Stion,

and the reafon of things. The apoftles, when they

iirft began to adminifter Chriftian baptifm, and form a

church, baptized none but fuch who gladly received the

word. When the eunuch defired to be baptized, Philip

faid. If thou believejl ivith all thine heart, thou mayejl.

This implies that he was not qualified for baptifm, or a^

fit fubjedl of that ordinance, unlefs he were a true be-

liever in Chrift : and that he could not baptize him,

unlefs he profeiTed and appeared to be fuch a believer.

Hence all who were baptized, and formed into churches,

were confidered and addrefled by the apoftles, in their

letters to them, as faints or holy perfons, believers in

Chrift, and friends to him 5 as thofe who were faved,

and heirs of eternal life ; or, which is the fame, as real

Chriftians ; of which every one muft be fenfible, who
reads the A6ls of the apoftles, and their epiftles."*

Thefe are luordsfitly /poken, and are like apples of gold) in

piclures offiver.

If indeed it be evident from fcripture, and in the

charitable judgment of the church, " That none but

fuch, who are thus vilibly believers in Chrift and really

holy are the proper fubjedts of this ordinance, and to be

admitted to baptifm," as has juft been afterted ; and,

that the apoftles, when they firft began to adminifter

Chriftian baptifm, and form a church, baptized none

but fuch who gladly received the word^ we can but wonder

that a body of Chriftians who profefs to take the Word
OF God, as their only rule of faith and pracSlice, ftiould

blame us for fo nearly imitating thofe firft builders of

the Chriftian church ! For had the gentleman but now
quoted, been giving a narrative of ihe fenii:nents and

praElice of the Baptift churches at the prefent day, he

could not have given an account difiimilar, without con-

tradiding fober fadl. If it iliould be objected to what

• Syftern of Divinity, Part II. Chap. y. p. 305, 306.
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has now been fuid, that the preceding is only an account

of the true quaHfications of adults, it will be readily-

granted, and at the fame time alTerted, that the Bible

knows but of one kind of qualiiications in candidates for

baptifm ; it knows nothing of higher and loivery of pofi~

five and negative qualifications.

«' Neither the forerunner, nor the apoftles of Chrifl:

havefaid any thing on which fuch a diflin(Stion can be
founded j as they infifted on repentance and faith as

necelTary in order to acceptance with God, and remif-

fion of fins, fo they infixed upon the profejfwn of them,
in order to their being admitted into the vijihle king-

dom or church of Chrift. They baptized none, but

upon this ground. Thofe who appeared, to a judgment
of charity, to have thefe qualifications, they admitted to

baptifm, and thofe only." ** In a word, from the whole
tenor of the New Teftament, it is plain, that nothing
lefs or lower than a profeflion of faith and true repent-

ance was required in order to a pcrfon's enjoying the

privilege of baptifnu' And " the cUil:in<ftion of higher

and loiver qualifications for the two ordinances, and the

notion of negative evidences being a fufficient qualifica-

tion {ovbaptifmy was never learnt from the New Tefta-

ment, but is, doubtlefs, of human invention."*

Evidence of this kind might be multiplied, but it Is

hoped that what has been offered will give full fatisfac-

tion. We hope we ftiall not be thought obfiiinate if

we fliould ftill fay, That we think the fcripture abund-
antly juftifies the obfervation. That prcfeffed believers are

the only proper fubjects of baptifm. If you fliould repeat

your former query, < Whether that is any evidence that

infants were not alfo baptized r' you will not think the

requefi: unreafonable, if we fliould call on you to make
out fcripture proof, that ever one infant was baptized, by
Chrift or his apoftles. Should you ajfert it without

proof, it will be thought a fufficient anfwer to deriy it

witliout.

We fhould now be prepared, in a dire<ri: way, to treat

upon the Mode of baptifm, were it not for an objection

you have made againft St. John's baptifm, which it may
be necefiary firft to confider.

* Dr. Robbins's Reply to Mr. Cotton's rffiiys, p. 6, 7.
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SECTION III.

Whether Jm^NV Baptifm belonged to the Javifh or Chrtf^

tian Difpenfatiorty particularly coyijulcrcd.

1 OU aflc (p. 10) <By what authority do you
make immerfion eirential to the ordinance of baptilm,

in contradiftinclion to other modes and circumftances ?'

I anfwer^ By the authority of God's loord^ and the con-
fefled meaning of the Greek verb [baptixo^) to ba^ize.
You have endeavoured to evade part of the fcripture

evidence in favour of immeriion, by fugg^rting that the
baptifm adminiftered by John was not ChrijTian bap-
tifm. Your obje<Si:ions are the following. You fay,

< We have no reafon to fuppofe that John baptized in

all refpecfts agreeably to the Chriftian mode of baptifm ;*

But why not ? Becaufe, < it is pretty evident, that he
did not baptize in the name of the Trinity/ But fup-

pofe, Sir, he had baptized in the name of Shadrach^

Alejhach, and Abednego^ it would afford no argument in

favour of a different rnodey or any reafon to fuppofe that

the aEl of baptizing was not the fame. John and the

apoftles baptized among the fame people ; hence it is

nioft likely they underiiood the ^Lvord in the fame fenfe.

In fupport of your obfervation, you mention the inftance

in the nineteenth chapter of Acts. From which you

infer, that the tv/elve difciples v/ould certainly have

heard of the Holy Ghoffc, and would not have been

again baptized^ had John's baptifm and the Chriftian in-

ftitution been the fame.

It appears evident that the queftion did not refpeifl

the ordifIary infltiena's^ or naine of the Holy Ghoft : for,^

they could not be believers without the former^ nor

John's difciples v:ithout having heard of the latter,

John exprefsly declared, at the time of his baptizing,

That One fliould come after him mightier than he, who
fhould baptize with the Holy Ghost and ^S'rf. This

was the fubjecl of Paul's inquiry, and had reference

only to the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit, the be-

ftov/ment of which they had not yet heard. But, you
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afk, < Why were thefe difciples again baptized ?* I fliaii

not undertake to tell why, nor do I beHeve that they
were. I fee nothing in the reading which requires this

conftrudtion : for the paiTage before us appears not to

be Luke's account of Paul, but Paul's account of John's
do^irine and baptifm. For it is written, Then /aid Paul,

John verily baptized with the baptifm of repentance, faying
unto the people, that they fJjould believe on him who fljould

come after him, that is, on Chrifl Jefus. When they heard
this, (that isj the people whom John taught) they were
baptized {hy John) in the name of the Lord Jefus, This
concludes PauFs account of John. The hiftorian then
takes notice of Paul's condu<5l, that when.he had laid his

hands upon them, the Holy Ghojl came on them ; and they

fpake with tongues, end prcphifed.

You feeni to think. that thefe difciples were re-bap-
tized by Paul in the Chriflian mode ; but did you ob-
ferve, Sir, that the Holy Ghoft is not mentioned in the
form of adminiftration here recorded ? It is only faid,

They were baptized in the name of the Lord Jefus.

That the reader may not confider us to be partial in

the explanation now given, I would obferve that

many eminent rxdobaptifts have underftood it in the
fame light which we do. I fliall mention but two or

three, as fuificient to my prefent purpofe. Dr. Rob-
bins, when fpeaking of John's baptifm, has the follow-

ing remark upon this pafHige ;
" When they heard

this, they v/ere baptized in the name of the Lori>
Jesus 5 that is;> they were baptized by John himfelf."*

In perfect agreement with this are the fentiments of
Mr. Poole. <' When they heard this, they were baptized

in the 7iame of the Lord Jtfus ; that is, the difciples, or

thofe that John preached to, v/ho, when they heard
what the Baptift faid in the foregoing verfe, were bap-
tized." " As for Paul's impoling his hands upon them
who are faid to be baptized, it might very well be :

That the twelve difciples might have been baptized by
John, and now receive the Holy Ghoft in thefe extra-

ordinary gifts by the laying on of the hands of St.

Paul : For to wliat end fhould th«efe difciples, who had

* Rtply to Cotcoii's r:ffnyp,p. %i.
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been baptized with St. John's bnptifm, be again bap-

tized by Paul ?" He further adds, " It is evident that

the apoftles themfelves were only baptized with the

baptifm of John, for there were none elfe to baptize

them."*
As in the mouth of two or three witnefles every

word (hall be eftablilhed, I will only add the opinion of

Calvin. Speaking of thefe twelve difciples, he faith,

" Whereas therefore they anfwer that they know not

whether there be any Holy Ghoft, it is to be under-

ftood as if they had faid, they have not yet heard

whether the graces of the Spirit, of which Paul alked

them, were given to the difciples of Chrift. But I

grant that that was the true baptifm of John's, and all

one and the felf-fame with the baptifm of Chrifl -, but

I deny that they were baptized again." And in anoth-

er place he faith, " Whereby alfo it is made moft cer-

tain, that the miniftry of John was altogether the fame
w^hich was afterwards committed to the apoftles. For

the different hands wherewith it w^s adminiftered, make
not the baptifm different ; but, the fame dodlrine fhow-

eth it to be the fame baptifm. John and the apoftles

agree in one doctrine ; both baptized into repentance,

both into the forgivenefs of fins, both into the name of

Chrift."t

Should it ft ill be iniifted upon, that they were re-

baptized by Paul, it will by no means help your argu-

ment, unlefs proved, that they were fprinkUd, or had
water poured on them, inftead of being immerfed. To
allow that they were re-baptized, will ftill be in our fa-

vour, and vindicate our condufl: in baptizing thofe who
have not been baptized according to the Chriftian

mode.
In concluding your remarks upon thic head, you fay,

« John's baptifm was both begun and ended under the.

Jewiih difpenfatioji.' But, may I not inquire by what

authority you affert this ? Was there any thing in the

manner of John's miniftry, which refembled a Jewifti

* Vid. Pol. in loc.

t Inftjtut. Chrift. Rclig. Lib. IV. Chap. xv. § i8, 7.
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pr'tejl ? Or was there any thing in the Jewiih ritual that

required John to baptize repenting flnners in 'Jordan ?

If {o^ you will oblige us in making it appear.

If John's baptifm belonged to the Jewifh difpenfa-

tion, why were the chief priefts and elders fo furprlfing-

ly ignoi-ant of it, that when Chrift afked them, Whether
it were from heaven or .of -Tnen, they faid, We cannot tell ?*

You will pleafe to obferve, that the perfons to whom
Chrift put this queftion, were not the ignorant multi-

tude, but the chiefpr'iejls and elders^ and it had particu-

lar reference to the authority by which John baptized ;

which, if received from them, they mu ft certainly have

known it, and It would have been much to their advan-

tage in this pinching cafe to have owned it.

But, Sir, when you fay, * John's miniftry was under

the Jewifh difpenfation,' you evidently mean, that he

belonged to it. If fo, he muft have been inaugurated

according to their ritual, or otherwife be confidered as

an impoftor. But do the facred pages any where teach

us to believe, that John ever pafled under thofe confe-

crating ceremonies, or was ever clad with a prieftly veft-

ment ? Or, do you confider him only as a prophet of

that difpenfation i If John belonged to the Old Tefta-

ment difpenfation, why did not the tranflators place

him with the Jewiih prophets ? By finding him in the

New, the * ignorant and inattentive' will be apt to fup-

pofe he belongs to this difpenfation.

But, is it not abundantly evident, that the Jewifh cler-

gy confidered John as introducing a new difpenfation ?

That this was the cafe, and that the matter may ftand

in a fair light, let us confider what is written, John i.

19—25. The Jewsfcnt priefis and Levitesfrom Jcrufa-

lem to nfk him^ (John) Who art then P J?id he ccnfejcdf

and denied 7iot ; hut confejfedy I am not the ChriJl, And
theJ ajked hiniy What then ? Art thsu Elias P And he faithy

1 am noi.f Art thou that prophet P (or a prophet ?) And

* Matt xxl. 25.

+ It may be obferved, that the Jevn were thought to lia^c imbibed

the Pythagorean philolophy, which taught the dodlrine of tranfmigra-

tlon ; therefore, when they afked John whether he was EHas, their

meaning was this, whether the foul of Elias were not now come la
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he anfwered, No. Then /aid tkey unto himy Who art thou P

Hc'faidy lam the voice'of one crying in the ivildernefsy make
Jlraight the lujy of the Lord^ as faith the prophet Efaias,

And they a/ked him, Why haptixfi then then, if thou he not

that Chrijly nor Eliaf, neither that prophet ?

Thefe inquiries, made by the Jewilh clergy refpe^ling

John^s baptifm^ abundantly manifeft two things : 1. That
they were totally ignorant of John*s being a minifter of
their difpenfation. 2. That they expe(rted, when either

Elias or Chriil came, they would introduce a new ftate

of things.

Now as John had come baptizing with water, in a

way different from all the requirements of the ceremo-
nial law, and by an authority unknown <o them, they
reafonably concluded that he muft be one or the other of
thofe perfons they were looking for.

I wiih to add two palTages of fcripture, as fully con-

firming the above obfervations. The iirft is Luke xvi.

16. The laiv arid the prophets luere until John : fince that

titfie the kingdo??: of God is preached and every man preffeth

into it. This obfervation marie by Chrift, cannot rea-

fonably be referred to John's birth or death ; but evi-

dently refpe^h the beginning of his miniftry : for then
he began to preach the kingdom of God, and to pro-

claim the advent of the Saviour ; and men in multi-

tudes flocked to this new difpenfation, called the king-

dom of God. The other paffage is, Mark i. 1—4.

The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ the

6V'7 of God : As it is written in the prophets, Behold, Ifend
my meffenger before thy face, ivhich fhall prepare thy ivay

before thee. The voice of o?te crying in the ivildernefs, Pre-

pare ye the luay of the Lord, make his pathsfiraight. John
did baptize in the ivildernefs, and preach the baptifm of re^

pentancefor the remiffion offt?is.

Thus, Sir, the Evangelift here calls John's miniflry

The beginning of the gofpcl of Jefus Chrifl. But you in-

form your readers, that it was under, or belonged to

the Jewilh difpenfation. It v/ili now be left to the im-

another body ? To which Jc'hn aiifwered no. But Chrifl told h?*

difciples that Elias had alrt-'^y come, not in the Jewiui, but in a iruc

feiife,

li
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pnrtial to judge, whether, for th€ Take of fupporting

a pariicuUir hypothecs, you have not erred from the

truth. And although you conchide that every « candid

inquirer* muft view the matter in the fame light which
you do, it is very poflible that fome who are entitled to

that chara61er, may differ from you.

But, Sir, you have left your readers ftill under one
difficuhy refpe^^ing the matter. As you deny that

jfohis minijlry belonged to the Chrifiian difpenfation,

you have not informed them when that begun. From
the analogy of your reafoning, we muft fuppofe you be-

gin it at the death of Chrift.

You will now permit me to inquire, whether the

baptifm adminiilered by the apoftles of Chrift before

his death was Jewili br^ptifm ? Or, which difpenfation

it belonged to ? Or^ whether to neither ? It is faid,

John iii. 22

—

2^-, After thcfe thitigs cat7ie Jejus and his

d'lfciphs into the land of Judta ; and there he tarried nuiih

them, ajid baptized. And John alfo ivcis baptizing in EnoHf
near to SaUm^ hecntife there was much ivater there : For

John was not yet cajl i?ito prifon. The Pharifees alfo

he'ard that Jcfus made and baptized more difciples than

John^ (though Jcfus hiinfefbaptized not, but his difciples.

J

This baptifm was cotemporary with John^s, and un-
doubtedly under the fame difpenfation.

But will Chriftians in general be willing to allow,

that both Jefus and John were minifters of the legal dif-

penfation ^ And that the ordinances inftituted, and ad-

minilcered by them, belonged to that difpenfation .? I

faid ordinances ,- for, if baptifm is to be confidered in

this light, undoubtedly the facred Supper is to be view-

ed upon the fame footing ; for, this was inftituted and

adminifrered by Chrilt before his death, and never in-

ftituted by him afterwards.

As Chrift was the fame divine perfon before his death,

that he was after he arofe, it was by his appointment

and authority, that his difciples were fent to teach and

baptize. They did not receive their commiflion from

the chief priefts, but from Jefus. And John's preach-

ing and baptifm were as independent of the Jewifii dif*

pen ^*t Ion as thai of the difciples of Chrift,
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The authority by which John the BaptjJ} a£led, both

in preachinir and baptizing, is exprefsly declared by the

Evangelift John, chap. i. verie 6. There ivas a manjent

Jr.om Gody ivh'^fe name ivas jfohn. The fame came for a

luitnefy &c. What St. Paul faid of his commiflion to

preach, with a little variation may^ be faid of John's :

For he utither recfived jt of maiiy vwither ivas he taught itf

but by the revelation of Jijus Chrijl. Neither "went he up

to^Jenfalemy to them which luere in the priift^s cffice before

him ;* but he went into the wildernels of Judea, and
entered upon the work he was appointed unto, by him
who fent him to baptize with water.-}-

The Jewilli rulers knew nothing of John's baptifm as

belonging to their difpenfation \ you know nothing cf

its belonging to the Ciirifcian ; and perhaps it might
puzzle you both, to determine whether it w^as from
heaven or of men I

Upon the whole, if the baptifm adminiftered by John,

as the beginning cf the gofpel of Jefus Chrijl^ and that

which was adminiflered by the difciples of Chrift, by
His authority, and in his prefence, were not Chrjlian

haptifin^ we know of none which is deferving of the

name.
I have been more particular upon this point, becaufe

modern writers lay fo much ftrefs upon it. But it re-

ally appears, that to conhder John's miniftry as a part

of the Jewiih difpenfation, is both unfcriptural, and
prejudicial to the caufe of religion.

Finally, ihould it ever be fuppofed, that there could

be a diltinclion made between the baptifm of John
and the Chriftian inftitutinn, refpeifting the form of
words ufed in the adminiftration, it would by no means
alFect the cafe before us- For you will pleafe to re-

member that the difpute is not about iYiQform of words
\

but the a£l of baptizing. Hence if Mahomet had writ-

ten his Koran in Greek, and had ordered his difciples to

be baptized in his name ; and had exprefTed the act by
the fame Greek verb by which Cliriftian baptifm is ex-

jJrefled j fhould we not reafonably conclude that they

baptized in the fame mode which Chrifcians did, not-

* Gal L II, 17. f John i. %%.
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withftanding the difFerence oifaith and names into which,
they were baptized ? Let candour judge, and I will

abide the decifion.

Therefore, until you, or fome other perfon, (hall

prove that John's miniftry belonged to the Jewifh dif-

penfation, we (hall confide in the judgment of the Evan-
gelift, that it was the higijuiitig of the gcfpel d\Jpevfation.

And confequently the mamier of John's baptizing may
be confidently urged to eftabliih the mode of Chriitian

baptifm.

SECTION IV.

The Mode of Bapiifm^ and its Connetxion nmth the ZuhjtSi

in Difputey particularly conftdered*

JjAPTISM, like man in his primeval (late, when
it firft came out of the hand of its inftitutor, was pure.

But it has been bafely contaminated, and perverted from
its original defign, to very different purpofes. It is no
longer dependent on original inftitution ; but can he'

come all things to all men^ as circumfiances may require.

It is evident, Sir, that you and I differ, both in opin-

ion and pra6fice, refpecling the mode of hnplifrn, I have

ventured to fay in my other Piece, that " baptifm is to

be adminiftered only in one mode," and that *' immer-
fion is efTential to the ordinance.'* You have given

it as your opinion, (p. 10) 'That the cjfence oi baptifm

does not confift in any one particular mode whatever i'

and that * it may be acceptably performed either by

fprinklingy by pouring on watery or by immtrfon^ In the

following page you add, < It may be fcrupled whether

you, or any other m.an, can afcertain precifely the apof-

tolic mode of bapufm.' If this be indeed the cafe,

then we may undoubtedly do as the children of Ifrael

did when they had no king^ every man what is ri^ht in

his own eyes.



The Mode of Baptlfm, 77

But, whether the fubje^St be involved in fo much un-
certainty as you fuggeft, is worthy of ferious inquiry.

We cannot fuppofe you to be confident with regard to

y.our own mode, nor that you will attempt to prove it

to be apoftoUc ; unlefs you mean to emphafize the

adverb ^ precifely^' and Include in it all thole trival cir-

cumftances you have mentioned (p. 10.) : Such as.,

whether • the fubjecls were put into the water backward
or forward, or what length ol time they kept the'm

under v/ater, or at what time they called the name of

the Trinity over them,' &c. But iuppoling it ihould be

difficult to determine upon fome of the circumstances

you have mentioned, and we (hould poffibiy miftake

one or more of them, would any reafonabie perfon con-

clude, that fuch an omiffion would affe<5l the validity of

the ordinance, as much as to change it from hnmerjion

\.0Jprinkling ?

But, Sir, you fay the ^ ejfcnce of haptifm does not con-

flft in any one particular mode whatever/ What you

mean by ^ ejfenct without, or independent of mode, or

of any particular mode, appears unintelligible. For,

if the tjfence of baptifm can exlft without the infiiuiid

mode, it can undoubtedly in any m.ode, or vv-ithcut any.

But by what chymical art you extract the efftnce of bap-

tifm from the mode, you have not yet told us- We can-

not fuppofe by ejfence, that you mean the holy defies or

gracious difpftticns of the iubjects of baptifm ; for, from

the infant condition of the greater part of thoie whora

you baptize, it is prefumed there can be no evidence

of their being pofleired of fuch holy tempers. If by

the ffence of baptifm, you mean \h.Qfrni of luords ufed

in the admmiftration of it, then undoubtedly that mufl

be conlidered valid where the due form of words is

ufed, although ivater be wholly left out ; which if we
may credit hiftory, has been the cafe in feveral iii-

ftances

In the dark ages of fuperftition, when new-born in-

fants dying unbaptrzed were doomed to eternal death, a

prief was obliged to attend at the call of a midwife j

and fometimes, when the infant was likely immediate-

H2
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ly to expire, they not having water prepared, made ufe

of wine.*

An inftance is mentioned by Nicephorus, a Greek
hiftorian of the 14th century, of " a certain Jew, who,
performing a journey in company with Chriftians, and
being fuddenly feized with a dangerous illnefs, ear-

neftly delired baptifm at the hands of his fellow travel-

lers. They not having a prieft in their company, and

being deftitute of water, were at firft reludtant ; but he

conjuring them not to deny him the favour, they yield-

ed to his requeil. On which, taking off his clothes,

they fprinkled him thrice withy^7?ri, inftead of water ;

adding that they hapti'zed him in the Jiame of the Father

y

and foon."-}" The fame author informs us, both from
Deylingius and Seckendorf, that a little before the

reformation, there were, in Upper Saxony, and in fome
other places, thcfe who taught and practifed baptifm,

upon fickly new-born infants, with only uiing the bap-

tifmal form of words, without the application of \v^ter,

in any form whatever ! " To baptize, by fprinkling a

few drops of water •, to bapiize, by fprinkling oi /and

v»/ithout any water j to baptize, by merely pronouncing

2.form of loords ; what an improvement upon the infti-

tution of Ghrift !"^

« In the twelfth century, a council in Ireland ordain-

ed, that children Ihould be baptized in pure water by
trine immerlion •, but, as a hiftory of favSls cannot be

colle^ed from mere laws, it may be obferved, that

fom.e of the Irilh baptized by plunging their chil-

dren into milk'j and were fuperftltious enough to imag-

ine, that every part fo plunged became invulnerable."^

I might go on to multiply inftances of this kind, but

the preceding are fuSicLent to fhow the abfurdity of
placing the effence of baptifm in a mex^form of words.

Although we would not attem.pt, or even wirti to dic-

tate to our Paedobaptift brethren with regard to their

* Robinfon's Hiftory of Baptifm, p. 44».

f Apud Centur. Magdeburg. Cent. ii. c. vi. p. 8i, ia Booth'*

Pado. Exam. p. 144.

\ Ibid. p. 145.

§ Godolphin's Repertorium, in Robinfon's Hiftory.
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praflice ; yet we claim it as a privilege, to judge for our-
felves what is efleiuial. Chrillians in different periods

kave had their different opinions of it. TertulHan in

the beginning of the third century, and Agrippinus, and
Cyprian after him, with many more, rebaptized thofe
who came to them, not merely becaufe they had been
baptized by heretics, (as they were pleafed to call

them) but becaufe they lacked what they ccnfidered
eiTential to the ordinance : for they " confidered the
probity and good faith of the perfon baptized the very
ejfence of baptifm ; and if a profeffor of Chriffianity

were an unholy man, they adjudged his baptifm like

his profellion, vain and invalid, and himfelf not a weak
believer of Chriitianitv, but a mere unprincipled pa-

The CoimcU of Nice, in the 4th century, feemed to

coniider the cjftnce of haptifm as coniilling in the form
of words ufed in the admiiiiilration ; and accordingly

directed, that fuch as came to them from the Pauiianilts,

both men and women, Ihould be re-baptized, becaufe

the ordinance had not been adminiitered in the name
of the Trinity : while they admitted the Novatians
with only laying on of hands.

The Bohemians confidered the ejpnee of baptifm as

coiififfing in the virtue or competency of the adminiflra-

tor ; and confequently re-baptized thofe who had every

other requiiite of baptifm, only a corrupt adminiftrator.

The Greeks place the effenceoi baptifm in dipping in

water ; and had a perfon been fprinkled ever fo decent-

ly in any period of life, they would not therefore think
him baptized ; becaufe, in their opinion, to baptize is

to dip, and nothing elfe f
The Baptift churches in America, and thofe of Great

Britain, Poland, Lithuania, Tranfylvania, and many
more, all hold that immeriion in water, and a perfonal

profeffion of faith and repentance, are effential to bap-

tifm.

But, Sir, whatever you are pleafed to confider as ef-

fential to baptifm, that being omitted, would undoubt-

* Ibid 46 r.

f Vide Roblnfon's Hiftory of Baptifm, p. 463, 464.
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edly invalidate the ordinance in your view ; at leaft

this is the cafe with us. And why we Oiould think

fome circumftances eflential to baptifm which you do

not, will more fully appear in the fequel.

Many writers on your fide of the queftion, have en-

deavoured to prove Chriftian baptifm to have had its

origin in the wailiing of Jewifh profelytes ; which may
reafonably be confidered as a Jaw'iihjab/e, unknown in

the ritual of Mofesy or any part of rhe Old Teftament.

A practice not to be found in the writings of Jofephus

and Philo, thofe two great hiftorians, but is principally

taken from writers of a much later date, and particular-

ly from the Yad Chazaka of Maimonides.*

It is worthy of obfervation, that the Psedobaptift

writers in this contrcverfy, rarely, if ever, mention the

baptifm adminiftered by John, unlefs in fome negative

fenfe, or to anfwer fome arguments drawn from it

againft tiieir feaiiments. But the wafhing of Jewifh

profelytes is frequently mentioned, as an indifputable

auxiliary to infant baptifm, by many noted writers on

that lide.f

A queftion here naturally fuggefts Itfelf tothe mind ;

Why do Pxdobaptifts go back to Jewiili tradition, or

forward to the death of the Saviour, in order to afcer-

tain the origin of gofpel baptifm, and cautioufly omit

the firft accounts given of it in the facred hiftory ?

Perhaps the moft natural anfwer is, becaufe that ap-

pears incongruous with their pradice. It will require

a large liock of art and ingenuity, to perfuade a candid

inquirer that John baptized any befide arlu/tSy or admin-

iitered the ordinance in any other way than by imiuer-

/ton. The particular places which he chofe for the

conveniency of baptizing muft afford a ftrong argu-

ment in favour of immerfion ; nor can there be a very

rational account given of his condud upon any other

footing. Had John adminiftered in the prefent popu-

• A celebrated Jewifh writer, who was the head of a famous

fchool in Egypt, in the beginning of tlie twelfth century.

t Dr. Lightfoot, Dr. Wall, Dr. Lathrop of Wea Springfield, and

others ; but fcrupled by the learned Df. Benfon, aad pofiiivcly denied

ly others.
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lar mode, I prefume a fingle caik of water would have
been fufficient for all he ever baptized !—and in what-
ever place people had lived, there could have been no
want of water fufficient to baptize.

In order to evade the force of this argument, many
things have been faid. One time we are told, that

Jordan was fo iliallow that there was not a fulliclent

depth of water to immerfe, or bury a perfon in ; again,

that the large quantity of water was neceiTary, for the
people and their beafts to drink ; again, when John
baptized in Enon hccaufe there was much ivaier there, we
are told that (udatta polla*) mnuy waters, means many
little fprings, not fufficient to immerfe in. Now as to

the firft of thefe, no perfon who is acquainted with that

ancient geographical account drawn by the pen of infpi-

ration, can poffibly believe it. If any are at a lofs, let

them obferve, that it was only fordable at particular

places, as appears by Ehud, Gideon and the Gileadites

taking thofe paffages.f And alfo David's croffing it

with his family in a ferry-boat.J As to the fecond ob-
ffervation, if there was much water, it was necefTary to
«« fupply the multitudes that came to John's baptifm,

for drink for themfelves, and their horfes and camels j"J
if John's preaching had been fuch, that it had broken
up the city of Jerufalem> and collected all the people
from the region round about, and they had all gathered

to him in one day, yet ftill it would not be true, that

they needed a river half as large as Jordan to have fup-

plied them all with drink j unlefs they had drank like

like Job's behemoth !\\ I do not remember ever to have
heard, that when any large gathering of people has

been propofed, either for a military review, or for the
facred purpofe of an ordination, that they have once
mentioned the propriety of having it near fome large

river or fountain of water, in order to accommodate the

people and their horfes for drink ; and yet it is highly

probable, that upon fome fuch occadon, there have i3eei>

as many together as ever at one time colle^Sled round
the ancient Bapi'ij},

* John iii. X3. f Judges ili. a3. vli. 24. xii. 6. \ % Sam. xli.

15— i8. § Clark's defence of infant baptifm, p. 436. j| Job xl. xy
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The i\\^ appears to be this, that John's miniftry con-
tinued for a conliderable time, and that the people from
time to time ^vent out to hear him, and ofien we may
fuppofe he had crowded afTemblies. It is Hud he
preached in the ivUdernefs ef Jtidea^ but he baptized in

Jorda 72,

Having tlius mentioned the places chofen by John,
we (liall next take notice of the place where Philip bap-
tized the Eunuchj which you fuppofe to be a matter of

necefllty rather than choice ; be that as it may, the ac-

count informs us,

—

the^ came unto a certain ivater ; fup-

pofed by fome to be a fountain in a town called

Bethfora, or a river called Eleutherus, which in that

road muft be pafled over.*

Jerom deferibes the town of Beihforon, and men-
tions the fountain in it, in which he faith, " the Acts
of the apoftles relate, that the Eunuch of queen Candace
was baptized here by Philip.f

Borchardus is of opinion, that it was << Nehel Efcol,

that is, The brock of the clufer, from whence the fpies

carried the grapes. To the left of this valley, for the

fpace of a mile, runs a river, in v/hich Philip baptised

the Eunuch of queen Candace^ not far from Sice-

lech."J

Thas v/e have traced John and his candidates, and
Philip and the Eunuch, to the water fide ; we are now
prepared to confider the confequent action. It is faid

of John, that the people who went out to him, ivere

bnptlzi'd of him in Jordan,—And JfiS, ivhen he ivas bap-

tized-, went upfraightway OUT OF THE WATER.J It is

added by Mark

—

And it came to pap in ihfe dnys^ that

ft'[lis came from Galilee^ and laas baptized of John in

Jordan y andjlraight'way COMING UP OUT OF THE WATER.
It is faid of Philip and the Eunuch, they wetit doivn both

INTO THE WATER, both Philip and the Eunuch ; and he

baptized him .; atnl ivhen they ivere come up out of tlxe water

^

he ivent on his ivay rejoicing.

• Poole's Contin. in loc.

f De locis Hebraicis, fo!. S9.6.

\ Defcript. terrx Sanft. c. 9. In Dr. Gill in loc.

5 M.itt. iii. 6. 16. Mark i. 9.
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Now, Sir, can any perfon compare thefe accounts

for a moment, and not fee the manifeft agreement In

the a^ion of John and riiiiip. Let the rite be per-

formed in what mode foever, it is evident it was the

fmne in the people whom John baptized, and in the
3avi©ur, and in the Eunuch. You obferve in this laft

inllance, there is * no account of any particular mode
whatever.* I muft take the liberty here again to diflent

from you ; for, I conclude it is a very particular ac-

count of the mode of plunging. Were you to be in-

formed by a perfon of your acquaintance, that he faw a

miniOer who was a ftranger to him, go down'into the

water with a candidate, and that he baptized him, and
that they came up out of the water, I am perfuaded,

without hefitation, you would conclude that they were
BaptiAs J and the account here gl^en would decide the

point in your mind, and perhaps in any other perfon's,

in what mode the ordinance was adminiftered. Again,

if inRead of faying they went down both into the water,

it had been faid that the candidate afcended, or was
carried up the pulpit ftairs, (which is now the cuftom

in many places) it would afford a ilrong prcfumption in

favour of affufion.

You obferve the inilance abovemcntioned is the only

one, * recorded in fcripture, of going to a river, pond,

pool, or brook, to baptize with Chrifiian baptifm.* Sir,

you will pleafe alfo to obferve, that this is the only in-

ftance recorded, after the death of the Saviour, in which

the aB of baptizing is defcribed *, and here it evidently

defcribes immerfion.

But you fay, < If we admit, according to our tranfla-

tlon, that they both of them went down into the

water, this is no evidence that eitlier of them were

plunged all under water. You will not fuppofe, that

this text is a proof that Philip went all under water.

But why not ? If going into the water proves immerfion,

it proves that both were immerfed \ for they Vv-ent down
both into the water.' To fome of your readers, this

cricicifm does not appear in the moll logical light ; for

no perfon ever fuppofed, that for Philip and the Eunuch
to go into the water up to tlie hnees or loins would be
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to immerfe either •, but when they had got into the

water, there was evidently fomething done to one, that

was not done to the other ; i. e. Philip baptized or immer-

fed the Eunuch ; but he did not baptize Phihp. Therefore,

for the fake of immerling the Eunuch, they went both

into the water, as that could not be confidently per-

formed without. In this light their going into the ivater

will appear rational j but in every other view, totally

inconfi&ent. Had the obje(St been only io fprinkle the

Eunuch, this could have been performed at the water

fide, without going down into it j yea, probably it

might have been done decently in the chariot j for it

is moft reafonable to fuppofe, that a perfon of his dif-

tinction and equipage would not travel that defert coun-

try, without fome veflels to obtain and convey water,

when he came to it ; unlefs he meant to ferve himfelf

in the way that Gideon's men did.

Upon the whole, does it not appear to be tl'ie moft

eafy and natural conftruction of the paffage, to fuppofe

the baptifm of the Eunuch to be an immerfion ? I might

herej if neceflary, produce a cloud of witnefles from

Paedobaptift expofitors, full to my purpofe ; but I omit

them for the prefent. And although I would not ad-

drefs you in that full ftrain of affurance, vv'hich the great

apoftle did king Agrippa, yet I may modeftly inquire,

ISelieveJ} thou mt ihefe things ih^felf ? yea, J doubt not but

thou beiwocji.

You take notice of this as a Ungle inftance, in which

Chriftian baptifm has the appearance of immerfion.

But, Sir, would you think it reafonable, that in every

inftance where it is faid that perlbns were baptized,

that all the circumflances relating to the «/?, Ihould be

particularly defcribed ? Purely you could nqt. You
mighi; as reafonably fuppofe, that where c'lrcumnjion is

mentioned, and the att not formally defcribed, that it

was performed upon a difierent part, or iti a different

way from what the inftitution pointed out, as, that bap-

tifhi was r.dminiftered in a different mode irom the fpeci-

mcns given of it.

It may be profitable here to reflect upon the fubject a

moment, and put a few circumftances together, whicii

may aficrd Tome liglit in the prefent cafe.
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When John, that bright morning ftar, appeared, to

give knowledge of falvation, he came to prepare the

way, and proclaim the approach of the Sun of right-

eoufnefs. In order to this, he came preaching repent-

ance for the remiflion of fins, and baptizing with (or

in"^) water. The manner in which John biipti/ed is fo

particularly defcribed, that very few Chriftians, of any
denomination, have doubted its being by immerfion.

This was the beginning of the infiiitution ; therefore it

was proper to defcribe it. The act was performed in

Jordan. But, as the Baptift had informed the people,

that there would one come after him mightier than he,

who fliould baptize with the Holy Gliofl and iire :

therefore, to avoid the danger of a miiiake wdiich might
poffibly be made from this, in fuppoling that Chriil,

when he came, would introduce a dilierent mcde of bap-

tifm from what John pra<Sti fed, we are exprefsly told,

not only that he was baptized by John, but that it was
adminiftered in the fame Vv^ay to him, as to the people.

He, alio, was baptized in Jordan^ and came upjlraighiivay

out of it.

After Jefus had pafled in triumph through the dark

domains of death, he came to his difciples veil:ed with

iill power in heaven and earth, and, enlarging their

comnnflion, fent them to preach to Gentiles, as well

as Jews J
with an exprefs command, to baptize in the

name of the triune God. Now, left we {hould look for

fom.e alteration in the mode of baptifm, it is again ex-

emplified, and here we fee it to be the fame as before ;

Philip and the candidate go down into the water, he

is baptized, and they come up again out of it. Thus
we fee the baptifm adminiftered by John, in the be-

ginning of the Chriftian difpenfation, before Chrifl be-

gan his perfonal miniftry \ and that adminiftered to

Chrift himfelf ; and that adminiftered after he gave

the great commiilion, as to the mode^ were uniformly

the fame.

From this, wa think it rational to conclude, that

thofe inftances of baptifm mentioned in the New Tef^

* The prepofitiojj en might perhaps be better rendered in^ as it ii

Matt. xii. 41. and many other places.

I
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tament, where the a«Sl is not clefcribed, were performed
in the fame manner as thefe were, of which an account
is given.

Incompetent as this evidence may appear to you, we
think it a fuilicient anfwer to your queftion, wherein
you aik, by what authority we make immerfion efiential

to baptiim, &c. I v^^ould alfo aflure you, that whenever
you will make out as much proof from fcripture for

fprinklingy as being an inftituted mode of baptifm, as

has nov/ been produced in favour of immerfton^ I will

by down my pen, and forever drop the difpute.

Although what has been offered may be confidercd

as ample proof of the queftion in difpute, yet being

deiiious of giving you full fatisfadlion, I fliall proceed

to lay before you one confideration more, which ap-

pears to us of confiderable weight in the profent cafe ;

and that is, the native lignificaiion of the Greek verb
(haptizj) to baptize^ which we fuppofe neceflarily requires

dipping. We are fully fenf^ble, at the fame time, that

this fenfe has been controverted by many men of emi-

nent abilities; notwithftanding, we think the evidence

greatly preponderates in our favour. Nor Ihall we
think it a diiBcult talk to prove the fenfe for which we
plead, from Peedobaptifts themfelves ; and that too,

from ibme as learned and jiidicsais as any, whofe names
adorn the biographical page. This kind of evidence I

conclude you can have no reafonable objection to, be-

caufe you cannot fufpecft them of any delign againfb

themfelves, nor will they make any conceflions to fenti-

inents which they oppofe, further than truth obliges

them to ; therefore, I may fay of their evidence in the

prefent cafe, as David did of Goliath's fword, there is

nonj lihf it.

\ may have occafion hereafter to mention fome wri-

ters of a much earlier date, but I Ihall here begin with

Luther. In his tranllation of the New Teftament, he

has rendered the Greek word to baptize by the Ger-

man taufcn ; and in his works he hath exprefsly de-

clared, that the baplifmal verb taufcn^ ilgnifies to im-

xnerfc, or to plunge into the water.* Thus Matt. iii. J.

» Op. De b«p. in R«binfdB*s Hift. Bap, p. 44a.
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Z:/der zeii ham Johaiuies der tanjfer ;—In thoio days

came John the dipper. To this we may add the tefti-

mony of the Genevan oracle, Calvin, who lays, " The
word baptize iignifies to dip •, and it is cert.ii)i that the

nnanner of dipping was iifed of the ancient church."''-

Shall I add to this, the teftimony of that celehrated

profeiior of divinity, Witfius ? " It cannot be denied

(faith he) that the native fignification of the word baptein

and baplizein^ is, to plunge, to dip."f Full to the fauie

point are alfo the words of Vitringa—" The act of bap-

tizing is the imaierlion of believers in v/ater. This
exprelTes- the force of the word. Thus alfo it was per-

formed by Chriil and his apoftles.":j:

If you pleafe, we will now look at the ancient Hel-
vetia confeiiion, firft written in the year 1536, by or

under the direction of Bucer, ten years before the death

of Luther, and aftervv'ards publiflied again by the paf-

tors of Zurich, in 156G j in v/hich we have, the follow-

ing unecpivocal declaration : " Baptifm was inftituted

and confecrated by God, and the iirit that baptized v.-as

John, who DIPPED Christ in the water in Jordan ;

from him it came to the apoftles, who alio did baptize

with v/ater."

The confeflion of Saxony, written by I\Ielancchon,

in the year 1551, perfectly agrees with the above: I

will now tranfcribe it. '* Baptifm is an entire action,

to vvit, a DIPPING, and the pronouncing of thefe words,

/ baptize thee in the nj:ne of the Father,^^ and fo 4)0.!!

Thefe tv/o lail are not to be conildered merely as tlie

teftimony of tv/o men, o: two particular churches, but

as including a number of churches in two large diftricTcs.

As Dr. Collins wt.s jultly efteemed a learned and
critical expoiiLor, you will perhaps be willing to hc-.r

his opinion in the prefent cafe. " A great part (faith

he) of thofe who went out to hear John were baptized^

that isj dipped in Jordan." " To be baptized is to be

dipped in water ; metaphorically, to be plunged In afHic-

* Inllltut. Cliriil. KeVvr. 1. iv. c, xv. § 19.

f CSconom. Fotd. I. iv. c. xvi. § ^3.

\ A}!horiii-ii Sand. Theolog. Aphorif. 064. in Bi)Oth.

II
Hannony t,f Cor.feilions, p. 395, 404.
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tions : I am, faith Chrift, to be ovenvhclmed with iuf-

ferings and affliiStions."* To this we may add the tef-

timony of Mr. Daniel Rogers : " None (faith he) of

old were wont to be fprinkled ; and I confefs myfelf
unconvinced by dcmonliration from fcripture for infant

iprinkling. It ought to be the church's part to cleave

to the inltitution, which is dipping ; and he betrays the

<:!uirch, v^'hofe officer he is, to a diforderly error, if lie

cleave not to the inftitution, v/hich is to dip. That the

miniiler is to dip in water as the meeteft acl, the word
hapih,o notes it. For the Greeks wanted not other

words to exprefs any other a£t befide dipping, if the

inftitution could bear it." " To dip therefore is exceed-

ifig material to the ordinance ; which was the ufage of

old, without exception of countries, hot or cold."f

The above quotations are all made from Ptcdobaptift:

writers, to which I v»'iih to add one obfervation from
;i late le;:rned hifiorian : " A linguift (fays he) deter-

mines himfblf by his own knowledge of the Greek
I;ngira|,fe. aiid an illiterate man, by the bell evidence he

can obtain from the tellimony of others, whom by his

condition he is obliged to truft.

" To the latter it is fufficient to obferve, that the

Vv'ord is confeffcdly Greek, that native Greeks muft

underfiiand their own language better than foreigners,

and that they have always baptized, and do yet baptize,

by immerfion. This is an authority for the meaning

of the word infinitely preferable to that of European

lexicographers \ fo that a man, who is obliged to truft

human teftirnony, and who baptizes by immerfion, be-

caufe the Greeks do, underllands a Greek v^^ord exadt-

3y as the Greeks themfelves underhand it •, and in this

cafe the Greeks are unexceptionable guides, and their

pra£Hce is in this inftance {-ii^Q ground of a6tion.":t^

This laft remark is confirmed by Dr. Wall, who aiTures

us that " the Greek church, in all the branches of it, in

Europe, Afia, Egypt and Ethiopia, has always preferved

• Poole's Contin. of Annot. on Matt. ill. 6. and xx. S2.

f Treutife cf the two Sac. Part I. chap, v. and viii. in Booth's Paido-

baptifl Exam. p. 23-

\ Robiiircn's Hiflory of baptifni, p. 5, 6.
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tlie cufio.ii of d'fpping infants in baptiim, that were in

health, and able to bear it."* By the term alwaysy we
muH: underftand from the time when they lirft began to

baptize infants.

I will not for the prefent trouble you with any more
quotations from Pxdob.iptifts, but will hold myfclf en-
gaged to produce five times as many, whenever there
ihall be a rcafonable demand. I conclude, ifhun:i?n

teil:imony can eftabiifli any point, we mult allow, from
the diiinterelled nature of the evidence now consider-

ed, that the native fignification of the Greek verb hctp-

tizoy (which muft determine the proper fenfe of our
Engliih word to baptize) to be f;urly fettled.

Should it be objecl:ed that any, or all the perfons

above quoted, held, notwithftanding, that baptifm
might be lawfully adminiftered, either by pcunrig or

fprinkiifigy in ordinary, or at lead in particular cafes ;

this would by no means invalidate their evidence, with
refpecl to the point in hand ; it would only prove

them inconliftent with tliemfelves, and that they fu'j-

pofed that they had a right to depart from tlie inftitu-

ted way, and adopt one which, in their view, appeared
better calculated to ferve the intcrefts of religion.

Should we fuppofe a number of perfons, of eftablilh-

ed veracity, to appear before a court of judicature, to

give evidence upon oath in a certain cafe, and they

Ihould all jointly agree in confirming a particular fact
\

but at the fam^e time fiiould add, that it was their Qpinijii^

that there might be other circumftances connecled with

the attefted fact, which, if true, would be equally im-

portant to the cafe in hand, although they could not

be pofitively proved ;—no perfon would be at a lofs

how to decide a cafe of this nature, nor would he put

this fuppofititious evidence upon an equal footing with

pberfatly unlefs he were governed by intereft or preju-

dice.

Thus, Sir, we have traced the Mode of baptifm up
to its origin : and have found it firfi: in the hands oi

John the Baptift, who had his commifiaon from hsavcn f

* Defence of the hiflory of Infant bapLlfm, p. 148.

f John i. 6.

12
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He adnilniftered it to the Saviour, and probably to the
ciifciples/* who by virtue of the great commiflion bap-
tized others ; and wherever the aB is defcribed, it cer-
tiiinly has the appearance of iminerfion.
We have alfo heard the teftimony of feveral cele-

brated writers, in eilabliOiing the meaning of the word
to baptize, Thefe declarations, taken from Picdobap-
tifts, miift ahvays remain in our favour, notwithftand-
ing all that may be faid of their pradtifing in a different

way.

Hence we conceive that immerfion, as the appointed
mode of baptifm, has been fairly made out, both from
fcripture and reafon, and from the full conceilions of
the writers upon your own fide. And if what has now
been faid, fliould not convince you or any of your breth-

ren, yet it will undoubtedly fugged: fome of our reafons

for differing from you in our practice.

If the mode of applying the water of baptifm be in-

different, then the diipute is at an end •, but, if it be
important, the neceffity of one condemns the other.

But to me it appears inconliftent to fuppofe, that there

can be a pofitive command, and the mode of our obedi-

ence be indifferent ; for this at once takes off the au-

thority of the command. Yet here, Sir, we haVe not

the happinefs to be agreed in opinion : for you fuppofe

the matter to be indifferent, and attempt to illuftrate

it by the pofture of the body in prayer. But a mo-
ment's refle(^ion muft convince you, that the cafes are

not parallel. The pofture of the body makes no part

of prayer, any more than the place does where the man
h when he prays : for prayer is properly a mental ex-

ercife, and not immediately connected with any pofitioh

of the body whatever. But this can by no means be

iaid of the application of water in baptifm : for this

makes a material part of the ordinance, and is effential

to its very exiftence.

If the inftitution require no more than to fprinkle a

few drops of water in the face, any perfon muft be

ffrangely fuperftitious to be immerfed. And on the

other hand; if it does really require immcriion, then

* Chap, iii, 23.
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1

tliofe who only -fprlnlcle muft fall materially fhort, and
have fcarcely the fliadow of the ordinance. To fup-

pofe that fprinkling, pouring, or immerfion, are all in-

different, is in ia(fl to fuppole that nothing is command-
ed ; or at lead no more than fprinkling/' When per-

fons believe this, there is an end to immerfion : for men
are not generally fond of doing more than is required.

This, Sir, your pradlice demonftrates. You believe

either way anfwers the inflitution ; but you, with other

Paedobaptifls in general, choofe fprinkling ; I think it

probable that I Ihouid do the fame, could I be convin-

ced that your views were right. It Is alfo probable,

that John the Baptift, Chrift and his apoflles, Philip,

and the ancient Chriftians, had th^y viewed the matter

in the fame light which you do, would have invariably

adminiftered it by fprinkling : for there could have

been no pofEble occafion v/liich would have required

immerfion, in cafe the other way would equally well

exprefs the defign.

From a careful retrofpe6lion of the arguments made
ufe of in the courfe of this lengthy Section, the candid

will be able to judge, whether we are unreafonable, in

faying that hnmerfion is efTentral to the right adminiftra-

tion of the ordinance. That I have not exaggerated

fober facl, will be made evident by a quotation which I

lliall now fubjoin. Dr. Wall, who has before been

mentioned, v/as fo highly efleemed by the Englifh cler-

gy for his learning and zeal in defending infant baptifm,

that in a general convocation, Feb. 9, 1706, they pafTed

the following vote ;
" Ordered, that the thanks of this

houfe be given to Mr. Wall, Vicar of Shoreham in

Kent, for the learned and excellent book he hath lately

* The three terms in difpute are all ufed in Lev. ix. 6, 7, in the fol-

lowing manner :
" And the priefl Tnall (baffei) dip his finger in the

blood, and (proframi) fprinlle of the blood feven times before the

Lord ; and fliuU (ehcheci\)pour all the blood of the bullock at the b»t-

torn of the altar."

That thefe rites were not the fame and to he ufed indifferently, the

following familiar tranfpofition will abundantly fhow : And the pribft

ihall pour his finger in the blood, and fhall dip of the blood feven times

before the Lord ; and ^7X\fprlnkU all the blood at the bottom of ihe

altar.

I Septuaginta in loc.
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written concerning infant baptifm." Yet notwifh land-
ing this gentleman's profound learnins;, and ail the ad-

vantages he had derived from his painful refearches into

the remoteft depths of antiquity, to procure materials

of defence,—he was obliged to acknowledge, that Dr.
Gale had drawn him into a difpute upon the mode of

baptifm, " wherein (faith he) be knew, that the exam-
ples of fcripture and other antiquity, and the full pcr-

fualion of that people, and of all tlie Eaftern church to

this day, is on his fide j and I had the difadvan-

tage to plead for a way of baptifm, of which the

beft I could fay, was, that it was fufficient for the

efTence of baptifm j but could not deny the other (ex-

cept in the cafe of jianger of health) to be the fitteft."*

It muft be acknowledged, that Dr. Wall was under
moft painful difadvantages in vindicating his caufe :

for he had not only to oppofe the learned Dr. Gale, but

the full convi<Slion of his own mind, that fcripture ex-

ample, and the whole current of antiquity, were againft

him.

Upon the whole, this much is certain, that there is

neither exprefs command, nor example, either in the

law of Moles, or in the gofpel of Jefus Chrift, to fprinkl^e

water upon new-born infants as an initiating feal of any

covenant whatever.-]- therefore, we may fay with Dr.

Whitby, whofe words flrall clofe this Section—" The
argument is always good : We read of no fuch dodlrine

in the fcripture ; therefore it neither is, nor can be, any

article offaith, becaufe we have no other rule of faith

belides the lioly fcriptures.":]:

* Defence of the hiftory of infant baptifm, p. 404.

f The male children of the Jews were to be circumcifcd on the

ei^';lith day, by divine appointment ; but pail the middle of the third

century, the honeft Bifliup Fidus wrote to Cyprian of Carthage, to know
whctlier childten might he baptized before they \vcre eight days old;

for by his Bible he coold not tell. Nor could Cyprian tell, wiihout

firft confulting- a Council upon the fubjed. A prciumptive evidence

that the bufniL-fs was new. Prirait. Chrift. p. 193. aad Kobinfon's

hiilory, p 284.

\ Annot. on Mutt, vl 9.
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SECTION V.

T!?3 Mode of Baptifiu farther illufraicd^from the PraEl'ice

f the primitive Chrifians ,- G72d the Manner in ivhich it

was reducedfrom hnmerfon to Sprinklingj briefy point'

cd out.

TV r
iVj^UCK has been already TaiJ upon the mode of

baptlfLii ; but as it is evidently a conftituont part in the

prelent difpute^ it appears neccfTary to fet it in the clear-

eft light. Hence we iliall proceed to conilder the

practice of the ancient Chriftians.

The primitive Chriftians not only underflood the

word in the fenfe for which v/e plead, but they prac-

tifed accordingly. This has been touclied upon ahead)',

but will be more fully illuitrated In what follows.

Dr. Cave, who wrote about a hundred and twenty
years ago, (not particularly as a difputant, but as a hif-

torian) in defcribing the religicn of the fathers, after

mentioning feveral things which they connecTted with

baptifm, he faith -, " The a(Stion having proceeded thus

far, the party to be baptized was wholly hr.ricfd-^':

put under water, which was the almoft univerfal cuftom
of thofe times, whereby they did more notably and iig-

nificantly exprefs the three great ends and effects of bap-

tifm ; for as in immerlion there are in a manner three

feveral adls, xhe putting t\\Q perfon into the water, his

abiding there for a little time, and his rifing again j fo

by thefe were reprefented Chrifs death y burial^ and
refurreclion to a nev/ courfe of life. By tlie perfon's

being put into the water, was lively reprefented the

putting off the body of the lins of the flefli ; by his

abode under it, which was a kind of burial in the water,

his entering upon a ftate of death or mortification ;

like aj Chrift remained for {ov[\q time under the ftate

or pov/er of death ; therefore as many as are baptized

into Ciirift, are faid to be baptized into his deaths and

to be buried with him by baptifm into deUii, that ti\e

old man being crucified with him, the body of fin

might be deflroyed, that henceforth he might not ferve
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fin ; for he that is dead is freed from fin, as the apoftle
clearly explains the meaning of this rite. And then, by
his emerfion, or riling up out of tlie water, was fignined.

his entering upon a new courfe of life."*

The words of Mr. Locke are very fimilar to the
above ; " We Chriftians (faith he) who by baptifiii

Vv^ere admitted into all the kingdom and church of
Chrift, were baptized into a fimilitude of his death •,

we did own fome kind of death by being buried under
WATER ; vv'hich being buried with him, i. e. in con-
formity to his burial, as a confeflion of our being dead,
v^ras to fignify, that as Chrift was raifed up from the
dead into a glorious life with his Father, even fo we,
being raifed from our typical death and biiria! in bap-
tifm, ihould lead a new fort of Hfe, wholly dltferent

from our former, in fome approaches towards that

heavenly life that Chrifi; is rifen to."f

Mr. Burkit alfo, fully acknowledges this to be the
practice of the ancient church, when he fays, " The
apoftle no doubt alludes to the ancient manner and way
of baptizing perfons in thofe hot countries, v;hich was
by immerhon, or putting them under water for a time,

and then railing them up again out of the water , which
rite had alfo a myftical fignification, reprefenting the

burial of our old man lin in us, and our refurredlion to

nevvmefs of iife.''| Mr. Poole's words are nearly ver-

batim.

§

But, Sir, you are feafible that very few expoGtors

have written concerning tlie practice of the firft Chiif-

tian church, who have not acknowledged, that it was
thealmon: univerfil cuftom of thofe times to baptize

by jtnmerficn. This fadl will manifefi: itfclf as \vc pro-

ceed.

You v/ill undoubtedly recollecl^ that the iirft inftan-

ces to be met with in ancient hiftory, wherein they

pretended to baptize otherwife than by iramerfion,

were in cafes of fuppofed necejfity ,- and conhdered

* Primitive ChrlRiiinlty, Part I. ch.ip. x. p. 203, 2C4, EJit. 7.

f Paraphrafe on Rom. v\ 3, 4.

\ Rxpofitory Notes on Horn. vi. 4,

§ Poole ill loc.
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even In thofe cafes as not fully anfwering the inftitu-

tion.

The baptizing oi fch ov dying perfons by aflufion,

originated in the third century* (a period fruitful of re-

ligious inventions) and had its foundation in error.

Several things united in bringing it into cxiflence :

as, 1. Mifconflruing that paillige of the apoflle where
it is faid, If they lulo have once been enlightened^ (which at

this time, by many, was underflood of baptifm)^/^^//

fall aivay, it is impffible to reneiv them again to repentance.

This led Conftantine, and many other ferious perfons,
to delay their baptifm until near the clofe of life. 2.

Another fentiment equally erroneous arofe, from a mif-
application of the words of Chrift

—

Except a man he

bcrn of water, and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the

kingdom of God, Thus on the one hand, they fearinfr a
fatal relapfe after baptifm, and on the other, (as Dr.
Cave obferves) " Not daring to pafs into another world
without this badge of their initiation into Chrift, they
prefently fignified their earneft delire to be baptized,

which was accordingly done, as well as the circumftan-
ces of a fick bed would permit. Thefe were called

CJinici, (of whom there is frequent mention in the an-
cient writers of the church) becaufe baptized as they
lay along in their beds." « This (continues the Doc-
tor) was accounted a lefs folemn and pcrfedt kind of
baptifm ; partly becaufe it was done not by irnuiirfion,

but hy fprinhling, partly becaufe perfons were fuppofed
at fuch a time to defire it chiei^y out of fear of death."-}-

This kind of baptifm was confidered fo imperfetSl, that

if the perfons recovered, they v/ere by tlie Neocajfarean

Council, rendered ordinarily incapable of being admit-

ted to the degree oi pnfiylers in tlic church.

We have a fair fpecimen of this in the inftance of
Novatus, the Greek philofopher J According to Eu-
febius, " he fell into a grievous difteniper, and it being

fuppofed that he would die immediately, he received^

baptifm (being btfprijddcd with water) on the bed whcre-

* Robinfin's hiftcry. p. ^49.

I Primitive ChriRianity, Part I. c. lO. p. 196.

t Sotx^.etinies called iNoVAtianus



9(3 T^he Mode of ^apfifm.

op he lay : (if that can h called baptifm.'')^ Thus it ap-

pears, that this ancient father will hardly 'a\\o\^ fpnnk'
I'mg to be calkd baptifrrj. This took place near the

middle of the third century, an4 ferves to {\\ovf in what
Wght fprinkling, even in cafes of nccejfttyy was viewed in

that day.

It may afford us further light in our prefent inquiries,

to conlider the cafe of Conl"lantine. He has generally

been honoured as the firfl Chriftian Kmperon But if

according to your argument, a man is not to be confid-

ered as a Chriftian without baptifm, then he muli be

looked upon as a heathen^ long after he fought under
the haivier of the crofs ; and confequently, muft be con-

iidered as a Chriftian but a few hours before his death.

But, to fuppofe this, is to fuppofe, that baptizing a man
makes him a Chriftian, which is too abfurd to be admit-

ted in this enlightened period. We may as well argue

that the epelette worn by an officer, is what makes him
an officer ; as, that baptifm makes the peribn baptized

a Chriftian. Whereas a perfon muft: be an officer be-

fore he can have any right to wear the badge ; fo a per-

fon ought to be a Chriftian, before he takes upon him
the facred badge of that profeflion.

It appears that Conftantine was brought to believe

the Chriftian doctrine in the beginning of his reign,

which continued upwards of thirty years ; but he was

not baptized until a little before his death.* Being at

tlvjs time in an ill ftate of health, he repaired to the

warm baths at Conftantinople ; but his complaints in-

crcaling, he went from thence to Helenopolis, and from

thence to the fuburbs of Nicomedia j where he called

the Bilhops together, and fpake to them in the follow-

ing manner : " This was the time long fince hoped for

by me, when I thirfted and prayed, that I might obtain

falvation in God. This is the hour, wherein even we
may alio enjoy that feal which confers immortality. I

had heretofore taken a refolution of doing this in the

ftreim of the tiver Jordan, where our Saviour himfelf,

* led. Hifl. lib. vi. c. y\i i p. 113.

f He was proclairucd Emperor in the ift year of the 271 Olympiad,

or A. D. 30J.
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in.Jikenefs to us, is recorded to have partaken of the
iaver/'^ After this we are told, that they performed
t.ie rites, and completed the divine ceremonies. It is
a given point that lie was baptized by immerfion ; but,
li It had then been confidered as a matter of fuch indif-
ferency, as is plead for in the prefent day, he would un-
doubtedly have excufed himfelf from goinjr into the
water, in his ill ftate of health.
This inftance mufl carry a degree of evidence to

every unprejudiced mind, in favour of immerlion : form this we have the opinion of this great man, in what
mode the Saviour was baptized 5 and of his determina-
tion to imitate him in it, both as lo the manner and
place.f

Perhaps fome into whofe hands thefe (liects may fall,
may wifh to be informed, how immerlion came to be
laid aiide, and another rite fo entirely different, gener-

* Eufeb. Life of Conftantine, lib. iv. chap. Ixii.

t It is abu-dincly evident, that many perfons who were born of
Chnaian parent., and educated in the Chnftian faith, were not baptized
until they came to adult years, and made a r .ribnal profefTion

Hcieim, the m.ther of Conftantinc, wa/ a very devcmt and zealous
Chnitian, >c: he was not baptized upon her faith. Nor did h:^ dedicate
his own children to God in bapiifm by virtue of bh faith : for we arc
informed by Socrates, that hisfou Coniantius, who fucceeded his fatherm the empire, was oaptizcd by Euzoius when he was preparing for his
expedition a^-ainft Julianus, and immediately after ended his Hfe at
Mopfucrema, twenty-five years after the death of his father. Eccl.
liillory, hb. n. chap, xlvii.

Bafil, the fon of iialil, bifaop of xNicene, was baptized in Jordan when
far advanced in years.

Gregory the great, the fon of Gregory, bifhop of Nazianzcn, wai born
vvmle his lather was bilbop, and yet not baptized until he was twenty,
fome lay thirty years old. See Ofiander's Book, Gent. iv. 1 s. and
Robinfon's hiilory, p. 250.

Grotius lays, that Chryfoftom was born of believing parents, and was
educated by Mchtius, a bilhop, yet not baptized till the age of twenty-

Erafmus teftifies. that Jcrom was born in the city of Shydon, of Chrif-
tiaa parents, w%i* brought up in the Clu-iUan religion, and was baptized
in the thirtieth year of his age.

Voflius affirms, that Nedariu* was chofen bilhop of Conflantmoplc
before he was baptized.

Thcodofius, the emperor, was bom In Spain ; his parents were both
CLrilUans, and from his childhood had been trained up in the Nicenc
faith; was baptized at Th^aaJonica, by Achaiio, when ho was upward*
of thirty years old. Vide ^unlus, junior, p. 68. Rob. p. 2J0.
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ally practifed in its room ? In anfwer to this, the reader
is de fired to call to mind what has already been faid,

that fprinkling firft made its appearance in Africa, in

the third century, in favour of Clinicks or bed-ridden
people. But even African Catholics derided it, and re-

puted it no baptifm, or at lea ft a very imperfe^it one.*

They conlidered it only as a fubftitute in cafes of im-
ip.inent danger, where baptifm ia the inftituted way
could not with fafety be adminiftered. Sprinkling in

thefe cafes, appears to have been in ufe feveral centuries

before pouring was ever praclifed for baptifm.

The iirft appearance of baptizing by pourifig (which

has occurred in my reading) was in the eighth century ;

when Pope Stephen III. allowed the validity of fuch a

baptifm of infants in danger of death.

The queflion propofed to him was, Whether in cafe

of necefftty occafioned by illnefs of an infant, it were law-

ful to baptize by pcuring water out of the hand, or a

cup, on the head of the infant \ Stephen anfwered, if

fuch a baptifm were performed, in fuch a cafe of ne-

ceflity, in the name of the holy Trinity, it fliould be

held valid.

The learned Bafnage makes feveral remarks on the

canon of Stephen, referred to above. " Although

(faith he) it is accounted the firft law for fprinkUng, yet

it doth not forbid dipping : that it allows fprinkling

only in cafes of imminent danger : that the authentici-

ty of it is denied by feme Catholics : that many laws

were made after this time in Germany, France, and

England, to compel dipping, and without any provifion

for'^cafes of neceffity : therefore, that this law did not

alter the mode of dipping in public baptifms. And that

it was not until five hundred and fifty-feven years after,

that the legiflature, in a council at Pvavena, in the year

thirteen hundred and eleven, declared dippings ox fprhih-

ling ind'ifferent'''\

There was indeed in fome parts of the Chriftian

church, long before this, fuch a ceremony as pouring

* Jo. Andreae Bofii de clinicls excrcit. Hi.^. Jence.

f ]aco>ii Bafnagii, Mamimcut: Vol. I. Prxfat. cap. v. 5 4. De canonc

Stcphani III. Papae. in Robinfon.
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water upon the head, but was diftin^t from baptifra,

-and like exorcifm confidered only as a preparation.

This pouring was called capitulavhnn^ or wafhing of the

head j and was ufually performed on Palm Sunday upon
the competents, as a preparatory to baptifm.

"If hiftory can cftabliih any fa;5t, it undoubtedly does

this, that baptifm was nniverfally adirmiftcrcd by hn-

merfton in the whole Chrillian Church (except in cafes

of neceflity as above ) for thirteen hqndred years togeth-

er \ and continued fo in the Engliili nation until about

the middle of the fixtcenth century. And liow the

change was made in the Englilh church, we are fufll-

clently informed by Dr. Wall. *' Calvin (faith he)

was, I think, the firft in th.e world, that drew up a

form of liturgy, that ^xt^zxWi^di pouring luafer on the in-

fant, abfolutely without faying any thing of dipping (this

was done in the year \Gd6.) It was his admirers ir

England, who in queen Elizabeth's time, brought po:.i

ing into ordinary ufe, which before was ufed only to

weak children. But the fucceeding Prefbyterians in

England, about the year 1664, (when their reign began)

went farther yet from the ancient way ; and infleail of

pouring, brought into ufe in many places Jpririk/ing. De-
claring at the fame time againft all ule of fonts, bap-

tifteries, &c."*

I wi(h to add one remark more from Dr. Wall un-

der this head. " There has (faith he) no noveky or

alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm, been

brought into our church, but in the ivay or manner of

adminiilering it. The way that is now ordinarily ufed,

we cannot deny to have been a novelty, brought into

this church by thofe that learned it in Germany, or at

Geneva. And they were not content to foUov/ the ex-

ample of pouring a quantity of water, (which had there

been introduced inftead of immerlion) but improved it

(if I may fo abufe that word) from pouring to fprink-

ling -, that it might have as little refemblance of the

ancient way of baptizing as poffible."f

* Defence of the Htftcry of Infant Baptil«, p. 146.

f Ibid. p. 403, 404-

1 fi.^1 iRR
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This indefatigable hiftorian has afligned two reafons

for this alteration, which are as follow ; " I muft own
in the firft place, that many of the clergy feem to be
of the opinion of the late bifhop of S-ali{bury, that the
coldneis of our climate is a good reafon to change dip'-

ping Into poiirwgy Upon which he obferves, <« That
our climate is no colder than it was for thofe thirtec«

or fourteen hundred years from the beginning of Chrif-

tianity here, to queen Elizabeth's time, and not near {o

cold as Mufcovy, and feme other countries, where they
do ftill dip their children in baptifm,- and find no incon-

venience in it."* Although this, with many, might be
accounted a lufficient reafon for the alteration, the Doc-
tor fuppofes the following had more influence. That
*< It was not the coldnefs of the climate, but the imita-

tion of Calvin and the church at Geneva, and fome
others thereabouts."

Thus, Sir, from the obfervations now made, we
clearly fee what was the praiSricc of the ancient Chrif-

tians \ and how the alteration has been brought about.

If the Jhcls now related by Dr. Wall are true, (and he
is certainly fupported by the current teftiraony of hifto-

ry) I hardly think you will again alk. By ivhat auikoriiy

we make immer/jon ej/h/tial to baptifm.

A^ fprinUing is acknowledged to be a novelty by thofe

who pracflife it, and that it was brou-ht in, in " imitation

cf Cahifi," and not in " imitation of the baptifm of Je-

i'us Chrift," we do not fee our way clear to acknowl-

edge the validity of it. The advice given to Ifrael of

old may be applied in the prefent cafe 5 Thus faith the

* It is probable the following incident had not taken place when the

Dcdor wrote his defence, or he would h;ive made an exception.

It is faid by an Englilh hiftorian, that at Petcrfburg- they fomctimes

baptize their children in a river or canal, by cutting a hole through

the ice, upon whicli he obferves, " I have heard that a prieft, in im-

merfing a child, (for baptifm is performed by the iminciCon of the

whole body) let it flip, through hiattention, into tlu; water. The child

was drowned ; but the holy man fnffcrcd no conftoination. " Gku
me nvcthcr" faid he, with the utnioil compofurc, "far the Lord bath

taken that to biv7fe//." 'i he Emprcis, however, having other ufcs for

her fubjeifts, and not defiring that the Lojd ftonld have any nicre, in

that way, at leaft, gave orders that all children to be baptized in the

hole in the river Ihould henceforth be let down in a bafket.*' W. Rich-

ardlbn's /\nfcdctcs of tb.c RufHan Empire, p. 335. in Robinfon.
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Lord, Stafid ye in the ways andfee, qf^for the old paths

y

where is the good way, and walk therein ; arid yejhalljind

rejlfor your fouls*

SECTION VI.

Godly Sincerity, as conneEled with external Obedience, con-^

fidered,

IN my other Piece, I have a few times ufed the
term ftncere, and its fubftantive^«r^r//^. I have faid,,

that ** fincerity is not the term of communionj but be-

ing conformed to the apoftles' doctrine, and continuing

fteadfaflly therein." I have alfo faid, that '* whatever
we praftife which is not according to the will of Chrift,

is contrary thereto ; although we be ever fo fincere in

doing it." To this you reply, < If I rightly conjecture,

it exhibits a fentiment which is falfe in its nature, per-

nicious in its confequences, and a fii ft principle of your
miftake refpecling clofe communion." Sir, if your
Conjecture be right, we are now in a fair v/ay to get at

the root of the difficulty. You however acknowledge
the firft part of the fentence, " that whatever we prac-

tife which is not according to the will of Chrift, is

contrary thereto :" This, you fay, < is very plain and
good doctrine j' but when I added, although we be
ever fofincere, you fay, I prefent a difficulty. Really,

Sir, it appears to me as you conftrue the paflage, it pre-

fents a much greater difficulty : for, if an act were really

difagreeable to the will of Chrift, and our performing

it in iincerity would render it agreeable, we muft fup-

pofe his will to be dependent on the fincerity of his

creatures ; if fo, his will cannot be a rule of condu<St

for us, but we muft be governed by our own fincerity.

That we may not difpute about words rather than
fentim^nts, it may be proper Jicre to fettle the mear.ing

* Jer.vl. 16.

k2
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of the term Jincere. You allow that * the word Is am-
biguous in the cuftomary ufe of it •/ but conclude, < as

it is ufed in fcripture, it generally, if not invariably, im-
plies or intends pure and upright afFe(5lions of heart.'

That it is ufed in this fenfe in the epillle to the Phihp-
pians, will be granted •, but, that it is ufed in fome-
what of a diiTerent fenfe by the apoftle Peter, muil alfo

be acknowledged : For he fpeaks of the Jificcre tnilh of
the word, which being of the neuter gender, does not

include affections of any kind. Thefe two, are per-

haps the only inftances in fcripture, in which this adjec-

tive is ufed, except in the marginal reading.

But fhould it even be granted that the word, when
ufed in fcripture, is conftantly ufed in the fenfe for

which you plead j will you hence argue that I am
obliged to ufe it in this fenfe ? H«ive 1 not a right to

wfe it according to common acceptation ? Surely I

have not mentioned god/y, or fcripture ftneerity. I have
indeed annexed the adverb cver^ to iincere \ which you
are pleafed to fay, < extends to all kinds and to all de-

grees of fincerity." But have you, by the fair rules

of criticifm, a right to this conclufjon ? Moft certainly

you have not. It will be allowed, that the term ufed

will extend to the higheft degree •, but by no means
determines the kind or quality of fincerity.

Should you agree to meet a friend tomorrow even-

ing at eight o'clock, and Ihouid fay, * I will not fail of

being there although it fdould be ever fo dark'—It

might with as much propriety be ar^;;ued, that this in-

cluded all kinds of darknefs, natural, preternatural^

moral, and ipiritual ; as, that ever fo iincere includes

all kinds of lincerity.

To prevent any miftake in future, I am willing to let

you know how I underhand the word, and how I wiih

to be underllood when I w'i^^: it 'Ihe plain, natural

fignificatioa of the word appears to be this

—

The honcfl

perfiafon f ihe mind, accord'mg to ihe degree cf lirht in ihe

underflanding ; and in general is to be underdood in

diftin<ltion from hypocrify Thus, a man may be a fin-

cere friend to the Federal Conflitution He may be a

good man in a moral {^ni^^ and yet his fincere attach-
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ment to the laws of his country, may be the effe£l of

his political fentiments, rather than his piety. Another

man may iincerely believe the xxxix articles of the

Church of England, and as fincerely believe that all

tlie difientcrs are wrong. I fliall not pretend to fay

tlvat this is godly iincerity, or that it is not ; but I will

venture to iay he may be a good man, and this may be

his lincere opinion.

In farther remarking upon this part of the fubje£t

you fay, < Your words imply, that a perfon may, in the

exercife of godly fincerlty, atSt contrary to the will of

Chrift.' In order to make a fatisfaclory reply to this,

it will be proper to inquire what is meant by the will

of Chrift. When I ufe the term, I mean his wiLLr."-

vealcd in his luord : For I know noiihing of his will far-

ther than he has therein made it known. It is a gen-

eral maxim with Proteftants, that the word of God is a

perfedi rule of faith and pradice. Therefore, to talk of

things as being agreeable or difagreeable to the will of

Chrift, in any other fenfe than as they are approved or

difapproved by the luord of God, is to talk merely upon

the footing of conjecture. Hence, Sir, if you under-

hand the will of Chrift in this fenfe, I freely acknowl-

edge it to be my opinion, that a good man may fincerely

act contrary to it You may call this godlyfincerity^ or

by any other name that you pleafe.

If good men cannot be fincerely wrong, or in other

words, fincerely erroneous, then all their errors and

miftakes, muft be confidered as agreeable to the will of

Chrifi: ; or otherwife, as acts of criminal hypocrify 1

But you afk, * Is not godly fmcerity the \ery foul and

tjftnce of conformity to Chrift ?' I anfwer, it is impoflible

to conform to the ivill of Chrift without fincerlty, or

uprightnels of heart ; but mere fincerlty is by no means

conformity to Chrift's will, with refpe<St to pofitive infti-

tutions. It can only be confidered as a necefiary quali-

fication for conformity. Under the Moiaic economy,

a lamb for facrifice muft be without blemilh ; but the

perfection of the lamb did not make it a facrifice, this

only rendered it fuitable ; but it was its being actually

offered up. So with regard to our obeying any pofitive
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precept, fincerlty is abfolutely neceffary to-acceptable

obedience. A man may be convinced that it is his

duty to relieve a needy brother ; and alfo lincerely de-
termine at a convenient feafon to do it

; yet certain

circumftances may take place, fo as finally to prevent

its being accomplifhed. That God may approve of his

Jincere inti'titicv^ will not be difputed ; but we can have
fellowfliip in his charity no farther than we hwiu it,

which is only by his a<Sting it out. It will be granted

that Chrifl: judges the moral qualities of our actions by
the intentions of the heart j but he has not given this

as a rule to us, any farther than it difcovers itielf in the

adlion. Chrift pronounces the man guilty of adultery,

who looks on a woman criminally to lud: after her j but

we have no right, either by the laws of God or man, to

charge any perfon with that crime, without the adual
commiffion of it.

I conclude^ that a good man m2y, in one period of

Wfo.jfincerely believe that he is. adting according to the

will of Chrift, and at another, as iincerely believe that

what he then did, was never commanded, or enjoined

by Chrift j but was the mere effedt of education or tra-

dition.

Nothing can bring the matter more familiarly into

view, than the fubjedt now in difpute. We will fup-

pofe, that in the lincerity of your heart, you have de-

ilred to open a door for free communion with fome of

the Baptifts ; and as ''fmcerity is the very eflence of con-

formity to Chrifl:,' we muft conclude, in this particular

you "AiX agreeably to his will. On the other hand, the

Baptifls to whom you make the friendly propofal, as

fincercly believe, that it is not according to the will of

Chrift, that they lliould communicate with you in your

prefent litualion. This alfo contains the ellence of con-

formity" to Chrift.

Thus, Sir, if I underftand your argument, this muft

be the conclufion ; that it is the ivill of Chrift, that the

Pa[idobaptifts fliould communicate with the Baptifts ;

and at the fame time, it is his w///, that the Baptifts

fliould not communicate with them ! I fhall take it for

granted, that the Baptifts do in theJncetity of their
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hearts, refufe to communicate with thofe whom they

look upon as not baptized according to Chrift's inftitu-

tion. If this refufal be made with godlyftfjcerhy, (and

who will dare to fay it is not ?) then according to your

argument, it muft be * above every thing elfe pleafing

to Chrifl: *,* equally fo, as communicating with other

denominations at the tahle.

To illuftrate your do<S\rine o^fincerlty you afk, *Would
it be according to the will of Chrifi:, for a pe'fon to

conform to your mode of baptifm, v/hile he really

thinks it would be contrary to the will ofChrifc for him
fo to do ?' To anfwer this, it will be necelTary firft to

inquire, whether the mode of baptifm pradiifed by us,

is according to Chrift's revealed will ? If not, neither

our thinkings or not thinking, can poffibly make it {o.

If it be acccording to his will, our thinking otherwife.

cannot alter it, unlefs his will is entirely dependent on
the opinion of his creatures.

Again, you afic, < Would it be according to the will

of Chrift, for a perfon to negleB to have his children

baptized in our mode, while he really thinks it is the

will of Chrift for him thus to bring them to the ordi-

nance ?* Afi/kuer, If Chrift has any where declared it

to be his will, that new-born infants fhould be dedica-

ted to him, hy fpritikling water upon them in the name
of the facred Trinity, it can by no means be duty to

negleSi it- If not, it may with propriety be nil^edi Who
hath required thisfervice at your hands ?

But may we not farther inquire. Would it be ac-

cording to the will of Chrift, for a perfon to nsglett to

have his male children circumcifed^ v'hile he really

thinks that it is the will of Chrift that they fliould be ?

Again, Would it be according to the will of Chrift,

for a perfon to negleEl to bring his baptized infants to

the communioa, while he really thinks that it is his

will that they ihould be brought ?* In fliort, to grant

your argument, will not this be the confequence, that

every thing which a pious ^er(enftncerely believes to be

according to the will of Chrift, is according to it, how-
ever abfurd or inconfiftent it may be ?

* Vide Pierce's Effay on giving the Eucharift to Children.
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You have attempted to extricate yourfelf from this

confequence, in your marginal note, (p. 24) wherein
yoii fay ;

« "What has been faid does not imply, that a

man always does right when he thinks he does right ;

nor that a man's condu^^ is always acceptable to

God, when he a^Vs agreeably to his own fentiments.'

< A man may aft according to his own fentiments from

felfflj deftresy as \vell as from holy drfnes^ True, Sir 5

and how are we to know which of thefe govern his con-
duct ? You have now fiiggelied the difficulty j but have
not propofed a remedy, if men's adlions did always
reprefent the fentiments of their hearts, we Ihould not

be expofed to the liability of a miftake ; but as they
do not, we may fuppofe that they may deceive them-
felves, and others, with refpecl to their motives oiftn-

cerity, as well as any thiniT elfe. *

As you have put your theory oiftncerity upon trial, in

fome of the foregoing inihinces, we are willing to com-
pare the matter a little fiirther. We will grant, that

the Psedobaptifts, in \.\\qfmcerity of their hearts, believe

it to be the will of Chrift, that they fliould give up their

children to him in baptifm j and that fprinkling fuifi-

ciently anfwers the mode. On the other hand we will

allow, that the Baptills, influenced by the fame kind of

Jincerity^ really believe that it is the will of Chrift, that

they (liould be immerfed upon a profeffion of faith

(whether they have been fprinkled in infancy or not)

and that there is no command to baptize their children
;

but to bring them up it? the nurture and admonition of the

Lord. Now, fincerity being the very « eflence of con-

formity to Chrift, and under the exercife of godly fin*

cerity they cannot acl contrary to his will,* they are

both in complete conformity to it ; unlefs you will un-
dertake to prove one of them infincere. Hence it fol-

lows, that it is the will of Chrift, that one part of his

church fhould imitate his baptifm in Jordan, by being

immerfed ; and that another part (hould believe, that

the haptfm of J(fus Chrift ir not to be imitated by Chrif-

tians. That one branch of his church Ihould give up
their children to him in baptifm, and thereby initiate

them into the fchool of the facred mvfteries, without
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their knojvledge or confent, at a period of life when
they are incapable of acting for themfelves •, and that

anotlier part of his church fliould, from priftcipley nc-

gl^dl the baptifm of their infants ; whilil: they confider

Chriftianity as addreffing itielf tothe confciences of all ;

and that none can become the difciples of Chriil, with-

out Mm* /)^';yc)/;flt/£';;//^«/. How complex ! how variable,

does this docSlrine reprefent the will of Chrift !

But you inform us that you have ' one more ferious

queftion to aik j' (it (liall now be attended to.) « Is

the will of Chrift fuch, that, while a perfon is a Pasdo-

baptift in fentiment, he muft be under a natural and
unavoidable neceility of difobedience V This queftion

appears to me, rather more curious X.\i2,n ferious To
fuppofe a perfon to be under a natural and unavoidable

neceflity of difobedience, is to fuppofe he a£ts without

choice, or that he has not natural ability to do other-

wife. I confefs I cannot fee any natural necellity,

which compels one perfon to be a Pxdobaptift, rather

than another ; or of continuing in thofe fentiments,

rather than to embrace others. Our fentiments ever

are, and ever ought to be, the effect of choice ; ai^d not

of natural mccjjlty. If we choofe fentiments contrary

to the will of Chrift, fo long as we retain them, we
necejarily difobey him ; but this is by no means * natural

and unavoidable neceflity,' but entirely of a different

kind. I humbly conceive, there can be no natural ne-

ceiuty, of either faints or ilnners difobeying Chrift

:

for there is a degree of criminality in difobedience,

which is not to be found in * natural unavoidable necef"

jUy.

To illuftrate the doctrine oijtncenty now under con-

fideration, you introduce the following ftmiie. * A
phyftcian may, in certain circumftances, with benevo-

lent intention, through miftake, adminifter a potion to

his patient, which ma) be productive of immediate

death. In this cafe he is not criminal. Here is no

evily but * natural evil, to be imputed to his conducft.'

Sir, I have no defire to run the nidi<5tment any higher

than you do. But, Ihould the patient be fo happy as

to difcover the phyQcian's mirtakc, would he be under
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any obligation to take the deadly potion, beeaufe it was
not delivered with criminal intention ? Yea, would he
not be in the higheft fenie criminal to do it ? To apply

this figure. Admitting, that with benevolent intention,

you have propofed free communion with us, yet if we
really believe it to be inconfiften-t with fome part of

ChriiVs revealed will, we cannot with thefame purity of
intention comply.

But it is time to attend to the application you make
from the above obfervations. You lay, « Granting that

immerlion be the appointed mode of baptifm, and be-

lievers the only proper fubje6\s, yet if a Pa^dobaptift re-

ally think otherwife, and with an obedient heart offer up
his children in our mode, the perfon in fo doing, Is as

well accepted in the light of God, as though his out-

ward condu^l had been according to the appointed mode

of baptifm.' Granting this, and I beg to know what
foundation P^edobaptifm ftands upon ! If it be not fup-

ported by divine appointmeftty it can have no other origin

than human tradicion ; and coniequently muft fall to

the ground j unlefs you can make it appear, that your

ftncere oplnivi is of equal authority with divine appoint-

ments. « If a Pad'jbaptifl really thinh otherwife ••' What
then ^. Why this fuperfedes the whole force of the di-

vine command, and authorizes his own opinion as the

rule of his condufl ! And left he (hould fcruple the

validity of it, he is aflured, that in < fo doing he is as

well accepted in the fight of God, as though his out-

ward condudl had been according to the appointed

mode.' According to this argument, divine appoint-

ments are of little confequence to Pa^dobapthls, if they

have a right whenever they think proper to fet them
alide, and fubftitute others in their room. Per-

haps the following words of our Saviour may not be

thought v/holly inapplicable to this fentiment. Full

ludl ye rcjeEl the commandment of Gody that ye may keep your

9wn traditions^*' •-.;

Is it reafonable to liippofe, that God would make
appointments for his people which he did not think

proper for them to obferve ? Or has he left difcrction-

• M'AtV vii. 9.
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ary orders with any man, or any body of men, to fet

Tiilde, alter, or amend any of his pofitive inftitiitions ?

But I recoUefl you have faid, (p. 6 ) that « it is not

neceflary that men fliould think in all refpecls as God
thinks ;' and perhaps this is one inftance where you
would apply it. For, if God has thought fit to appoint

the mode, and defcribe the fubjedls of baptifm ; and a

Paedobaptift may o'Sqx fuhjecls efTentially different from

thofe defcribed in the inftitution, and that in a mode
quite unlike the divine appointment, and yet be ' as

ivell accepted^ as though he had obferved the mofh exadl

conformity to God's law ; furely then, we may very^/z-

cerely make void the commandments of God, and efiab-

lifli our oiDH pious traditions !

To fan£lion the foregoing argument you fay, « This is

agreeable to common fenfe and revelation.'

How far common fenfe may be in favour of your ar-

gument I fiiall not here pretend to fay ; but if divine

revelation fairly eftablilli it, it muft be conceded to.

But before we decide upon this point it may be proper

to hear revelation fpeak for itfelf. Decked with fove-

reign majefty it thus addrefTes us •, " VThat thingfoever

I command youy obferve to do It : thoujhalt not ADD thereto^

nor DIMINISH y>-^wi rV."* What, not if we ^really think

ciherivlfe r" By no means. But conftantly ** Teaching

them to OBSERVE all things whatsoever I HAVE
COMMANDED YOU."f Granting this j but, if we fin-

cercly think, and a(St otherwife, Hiall we not be < as well

accepted ?' " To obey Is better than facrlfice, and to hearken

than thefat of rams.^^X *' ^^y^ ^^"^^ ^^^^ ^-^P ^^^y (Command-

fnents."§ For *' In vain do ye ivorftiip me^ teachingfor
doufrlnes the commandments of men.^'W

This is the voice of revelation with refpect to pofi-

tive inftitutions ; and notwithftanding you have chal-

lenged the judgment oi common fenfe in favour of your

fentiments, we are willing to recommit the matter, and
abide the impartial decilion. If it be not a dictate of

common fenfe> that God's commands fhould be implic-

itly obeyed, and his pofitive inflitutions ftridly obferv-

* Dcut. xii. 32. t Matt, xxviii 20. \ i Sara, xv. %%.

§ Julia xiv. ij. H Matt. xv. 9.
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e4, without the leaft known deviation ; and riiat the

ftncere ohfcrvance of his appointments Ihould be more ac-

ceptable to him than theJt/jcere ticgleB of them •, then,

of courfe your argument will be eftabhfhed, and we
muft conclude, that like the Athenians^ in thefe th'wgs we
have been too fuperjlitious.

You acknowledge, (p. 27) that ' integrity of heart

does not render the judgment infaUible, with refpedl to

afcertaining the will of God.* This indeed appears to

me to be true ; but why then do you blame me for

fuppofing a perfon with godly fincerity may a<St contra-

j-y to the will of Chrift ? I think it undeniably fol-

lows, that if he may with integrity of heart mijlahe his

will, or not afcertain it, then he may with the fame up-

rightnefs adt contrary to it. But did you not tell us

above, that * fmcerity is the ^itry foul and efence of con-

formity to Chrift V What, in the height of conformi-

ty to the njoill of Chrift ! and yet not able to afcertain

what it is ? This, at beft, is but accidental conformity !

The fentiment exprefted in my other Piece, of adling

contrary to the will of Chrift, " although we be ever {o

ftncerey^ you * conje^ure to be falfe in its nature, and
pernicious in its confequences.' It is true, conjecture

is not the moft forcible argument ; but yet it may be

right. I am not fatisfied, however, that you have

proved the fentiment to be falfe ; or that it is in your

power to do it, after granting the firft part of it. As
to the pernicious confequences which you have difcov-

ered in it, I may have overlooked them ; probably, be-

caufe they are not fo high coloured as the charge. But

what pernicious confequences can we imagine from our

conformity to the apoftles' doctrine, and ftedfaft con-

tinuance in it ? Or from following the plain directions

in God's word, rather than our own fancied notion of

Ctncere obedie?icey without external conformity ^ I think

you will not pretend to fay, that I have infifted upon a

conformity to the apoftles' doClrine, which did not in-

clndefncerity. You cannot fay it without injuring me,

and contrad idling yourfelf.*

• If, as you fay, (p. 12) I infift upon a perfon*&b;h:g a real believer ia

order to his being a proper fubjcA of baptilm, thcu he muft certainly

hejrrucre.
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It appears to me, that the particular fentiment now
in difpute will come to this point. I am contending for

ftncere conformity to the pofitive inftitutions of Chriit, irl

the exaci order in which he has placed them. You are

pleading for the acceptablenefs oifuicere deviations from

Chrift's appointments.

To proceed—You obferve, that « it is not the exter-

nal cofuluB which is pleafing or difpleafing to Clirift ;

but it isftnccrity or itifmcerityJ I am far from thinking

that the ftricteft external conformity witho^it fincerity

would be pleafmg to him. Yet, I think it reafonablc

to fuppofe, that 7iftncere external obedience to the pofi-

tive commands of Chrill, nmft be more pleafing to him

than ?iftncere omiflion of them. For, faith he, Whcfo-

ever thereforefmil break one of thfe leaf comrnandriientSy

and teach men fo^ hefjail be called the leaf in the kingdotn

6f heaven : but ivhofoever fjall do and teach them, the

famefhall he called great in the kingdom of heaven.^"* Should

you fay this has fpecial reference to the mora! law, it

will be granted ; but it may not be wholly inapplicable

to the cafe before us. Therefore, with a little variation,

I may ufe the language of an infpired writer *, " Show
me thy fincerity without thy external obedience to the ap-

pointments of Chrirt ; and I will fliow thee mv fincerity

by my external obedience to them."

yrhfcxhtrfncerely departing from God*s pofitive com-

mands, be as pleafing to him 2,%ftncere external confor-

mity, will more fully appear in what follows.

When God had fent Samuel to anoint Saul king over

the chofen tribes, he thought proper to try his loyalty,

by fending him to del^roy the Amalekites, for their

cruelty to his people when they came up out of l^gypt»

The command was. Utterly dftroy all that they have, and

fpare them not ; butfay both man and luoman, infant and

fuckling, ox andfjeep ^ aunel and afs. Saul went with his

chofen band, and fpread death and carnage through

Amalek's devoted country ! He undoubtedly returned

from the viclorious field, in full confidence of meeting

the prophet's approbation. But while coming, God

Matt. V. 19.
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made known to Samuel, that Saul had fumed backfrom
follcivifig him. When Samuel came forth in the morn-
ing, Saul met him, and thus addreiTed him :—« Blefied

be thou of the Lord, I have performed the command-
ment.'* Although he had not gone to the extent of

the commandment, yet he might iincerely think, as he
had miade ample provilion for one of the richeft facrifi-

ces that ever fmcaked upon the Jewifh altar, that in

thus doing, he fhould be * as well accepted^ as though
lie had wholly followed the divine command. We
may fappofe his foul almoft in an ecftafy, fully expect-

ing the prophet's benedidlion ; when, to his furprife,

the grieved Seer thus interrogates

—

What msaneih this

bleating of thefioecp in mine ears I and the hiving of the

oxen nvhich I hear ? What meaneth this ? Why, the

people/pared the bejl of the Jheep and oxen, to do facrifice to

the Lcrd thy God. A very pious defign indeed ! Who
would challenge their iincerity ? I do not recoUedl that

the prophet charged Saul with hypocrify, or inlinceri-

ty ; but with the want of external obedience. I fhall

not pretend to fiiy that Saul had any godly fincerity, or

that he had not ; but it is evident until this time, that

his character was unimpeached, and he was honoured
as the Lord's anointed.

Another inflance fcill more to our purpofe, prefents

us in the facred page. When the wicked fons of Eli

were flain by the Phiiiftines, they took the ark of the

God of Ifrael, and carried it into the temple of their

idol. The uncircumcifed had fcarcely began to rejoice,

when they found themfelves involved in ftrange and

unlooked for calamities. Their idol Dagon fell before

the ark, while terror, death and deftrudiion were
fpreading every vrliere. The ark of God foon became
more terrible to them than an army with banners, A
general council was called—they rcfolved to fend it

back into the land of Ifrael ; but not being acquainted

with the facred oracles, they were at a lofs as to the

mode of conveyance. It was finally determined to fend

it in a new undire61:ed cart, drawn by two milch-kine.

When it was come into the land of lirael, after a fliort
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tarry at Eethfliemefh, it was carried to Kirjath-jearim,

into the houfe of Abinadab, where it was kept for

twenty years, until David was eftablifhed upon the

throne. After this, he afl^embled thirty thoufand chofen
men, with a view to bring the ark of the God of Ifrael

up into the city of David.

This ark by divine appointment was to be borne by
the priefts, by the ftaves which went through the rings

of it. But as the inftituted mode might appear rather

inconvenient at this time, they might think the one
adopted by the Philiilines would do as well. And as

they might call to mind, that " God delighted more- in

n^ercy than in facrliice •," both David and his people

yQryftficerely concluded, that it would do to carry it in

a decent tieiv cart. But the way being rough, and the
oxen unaccuftomed to this hallowed bufinefs, fo agitat-

ed the facred ark, that Uzzah put forth his hand and
took hold of it. And the anger cf the Lord was hrndLd
agaiiijl Uzzahy and Godfmote him therefor his ERROR, and
there he died by the ark,

Vr^iut there was, either in the conducTt or difpofition

of Uzzah, v.hich was fo ofFenfive to the Divine Being,
as to mark him out as a monument of facred difpleafure,

Is perhaps unknown to mortals. It is evident that Da-
vid did not difcover any criminality in the condudl of
Uzzah ; for if he had, he would not have been dii-

pleafed becaufe, the Lord made a breach upon him.
There was at leait the appearance oljtncere regard, in

his at;eiiipting to fteady the agitated ark. But God
feeth not as man feeth j and has ever been jealous for

his own honour as lavv'giver, which glory he will not
give to another.

This alarming providence checked their pious joy,

and put a fudden period to all their tuneful numbers.
An awful fear of the great Jehovah was now impreiTed

upon their minds. Silent, and folemn, they retire and
leave the ark without the city !

Will any perfon fay that David did not go in the /?/7-

cerity of his heart ? Let thofe who deny it, make out

the proof.

L 2
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It may perhaps be difficult for us to cUrcovcr any
real diiFerence in the dtftgn^ ovjhicenty, of David and
his people at this time, or three months after, when
they brought up the ark into the city of David with
Ihouting. But, v/e fiudl readily difcover a difference in

their viiible conduct. In the former, they followed

their own imaginations. In the latter they went ac-

cording to divine appointment. Their departing from
the infcituted way, (however flncere) drew on them
God's diipleafare. Their ohedience to it obtained his

approbation. If 1 miirake net, Sir, this inftance is a

fair trial t)f your argument;, and it appears to. me thr»t

it fails,

I have one more obfervr.tio:! from fcripture to make
upon this head. If I rightly underftand the revealed

luill of God, we are firidly forbidden to worlhip any
creature, however exalted. For it is luritten, thoujhali

lucrjhip the Lord thy Gad3 and him crilypalt thou ferve,*

Yet I iind that the apoille John twice fell down to

wonnip an angel ! i hardly think you will Icruple the

lincerity of the beloved difciple upon this occafion.

The quelHon now is, whether it were agreeable to the

vvill of Chrift for John to worfhip the angei ? It is evi-

dent he thought it to be liis duty , and his conduct has

every appearance oijincerit^^ Ailovv'ing John to hcjin-

cere; and his conduct in tills particular inflance agreea-

ble to the will of Chrifi, then the above-mentioned
prohibition muft be underftood conditionally. " It is

written, thou Ihalt worihip the Lord thy God, and him
crdy thalt thou ferve ;" tmlefs thoufmlijincerely think it

duty to nuorjljip a creature. If it were not agreeable to

the vv'ill of ChriO: that John fliould worfhip the angel,

then it neceffarily follows, that a good perlon may, in

the exercife oijincerity, a6t contrary to his will.

If, to evade the force of this argument, you fliould

fay, * Although John fincerely thought it to be his

duty to worlhip the angel, yet he was undoubtedly

rniftaken,' this is to give up the argument : for we
have always been willing to allow that Chriilians may
htfnccre, and yet be rniftaken as to the will of Chrift,

• Malt, iv. i».
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That this was the cafe, with either John, or the angel,

is abundantly evident. And in order to fave your ar-

gument from falling, it appears neceilary to be proved,

eitiier that it v/as agreeable to the will of Chrift for

John to worfhip the angel ; or, that he was innncere

in attempting it. Until one or the other is made out,

we fliall conclude hef.ncerely attempted to do that,

which was exprefsly forbidden in the revealed v/iil of

God. Many more instances might be produced, but

the preceding are thought fufficieiit, to Ihow the ab-

furdity of confidering lincerity of heart as actual con-

formity to the will of Chrill, with refpeit to his pofitive

inftitutions.

In purfuing your argument you conclude, thofe per-

fons dilfer from Chrift, who « fuppofe, that a good tree

may bring forth corrupt fruitJ They certainly do, if

the words are taken' in « proper fenfe. But if by the

good tree we underfland a Chriftian, including all his

exerclfes both of neih and fpirit, it is not true, that he

canr.:t hrhigforth corrupt fruit. To deny this, would be

to aiiert that he is in a ftate of finlefs perfection : for

ail imperfect and depraved creatures can and do fin.

Now if good men have fome holy^ and fome felffi
cleiires *, and are fometimes governed by pure^ and
fometimes by corrupt m.otives ; how are we to know
v/hicli of thefe govern their conduet, when they plead

their {Iricei'ity in departing from God's appointments ?

I conclude, Protedants in general look upon Calvin

as a good man ; but as a tree he bore fome fruit, which
the taite of a modern Chriftian would not call good :

particularly his unchriftian refentment, and inhuman
treatment of Servetus.* It is evident that Calvin, in

* This learned and ingenious Spaniard was born at Villeneuva, ia

Aragon, 1509. He ftudied the civil kw at 'i'oulous, where he begi«.n

to read the i'criptures, and to be fond of trinitarian notions. He Icon
became rcfolved to retire into Germany and fot up for a reformer. He
there printed two tracts, De Trinitatis erroribus, and Dialogorurn do
Trinitate, libri duo ; this fpread his name throughout all Europe.

After this, Servetus returned to Paris, and was admitted a docftor of

phylic in the univerfity therd. Here a corrcfpondence betwixt Calvia-^

and him commenced, which was kept iip for Cxteen years : notwith-
ilanding which, he cohtinued in his former opinion, and refoived to

pnbliili a tliird \vork in favour of it : this came out at Vienna, in IJ3J,
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this piece of condufl, thought he was doing God fer-

vice. To fuppofe the contrary, and that he was not
ftncerey would be to fuppofe him a much greater motijler

than he reprefented Servetus. Allowing this to be an
a£t oifmcerity^ and the queftion is fair before us, Was
it agreeable to the will of Chrift, for Calvin thus to

perfecute Servetus ? If you fhould anfwer in the neg-
ative, you give up your theory j if you fliould anfwer
in the affirmative, then it will neceflarily follow, that

if it were the will of Chrift two hundred and forty

years ago, that antitrinitarians and anabaptifts fhould be
burnt, merely for their fentiments, it undoubtedly is

agreeable to his will now, as he is the fame yefterday,

to-day, and forever.

In the mild reign of Edward VI. king of England,
but two perfons fufFered for their religious fentiments.

And although thefe perfons were both put to death, I do
not find that they were charged with any other crime,

than diiFering in opinion from the ruling party.

with this title, Chrifttanifmo Reflitutio, &.c. •without his name ; but
Calvin took care to inform the Roman Catholicks in France v^ho wag
the author. On this Servetus was imprifontd, and would certainly

have been burned then, if he had not made his efcajie. He propofed ta

retire to Naples, but was imprudent enough to go through Geneva,
where he was feized -ju Calvin's information, and profecutcd for hcrefy.

All his public writings and private letters to Calvin, were ranfackcd for

every thing that could be ftrained to a bad fenfe ; in confequence of

which the unfortunate Servetus was burned alive, 0(ft. a7th, 1553,
*• to the eternal ihame of his inconfillent brutal reformed perfecutors."

Servetus was a man of .t;reat acutenefs, of prodigious learning, and
admirably Ikilled in his own profeflion.—See Calvin's Life, Glafgow
edition, p. 17, 19—and Northouck's Biographical Didlionary.

Calvin's hiflorian informs us, that the death of Servetus raifed fuch

a flame, as ftt Poland, Tranfylvania and Hungary all on fire ; which
he fuppofcd Servetus to have foretold by the fpirit of the devil. This
contrcvcrfy led many rationally to inqaire, whether hereticks ought to

be put to death, or left to tlic judgment of God ?

That Servetus was an antirrinitarian will not be denied. Thia

probably wa* the greateft caufc of Calvin's oppofition to him, but not

the whole : for he confidered him as a " nionller compsfed of many
ancient and prodigious herefies." He calls him an anabaptift, and has

attempted to anfwer twenty arguments brought by Servetus againll

iftfant baptifm.—InHimi. Chritt, Rclig- p. 649.
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The former of thefe was Joan Bocher, commonly
called Joan of Kent.* Archbifiiop Cranmer was em-
ployed to perfuade the young king to fign the warrant

againfl her. He ufed various realbnings, which ferved

rather to filence, than fatisfy the king. But at length

he did it with tears in his eyes, telling Cranmer, that if

he did wrong, fince it was in fubmiiiion to his authori-

ty, he (hould anfwer for it to God. This made fuch an

impreffion upon the mind of the biihop, that he ufed far-

ther means for her conviction ; but as (he obflinately

continued in her fentiments, fhe was finally burnt

alive.

Tliat Cv2L'am2Y VJ2S fiiircre in this piece of conducl, we
have the teHimony of bifhop Barnet, who fays, " One
thing was certain, that what he did in this matter flow-

ed from no cruelty of temper in him, no man being

farther from that black difpolition of mind ; but it was
truly the elTe£t of thofe principles^ by which he govern-

ed himfellV'f

I confefs here is a difficulty in my mind (and proba-

bly may be in many others) to conceive, how this con-

duct could be agreeable to the all-merciful Redeemer,
ivko came not to deflvcy men^s lives^ but to Jlive them. It is

not to be believed from any thing v/hich Chrift has

faid
i but merely becaufe it was "the Jincere opiuion of

an e.rchbifhop ! I have no difScuity in believing the

linceri'.:y of Cranmer, but I have not yet attained to the

faith of ajfurance. that his conduci: was agreeable to the

revealed will of Chrift.

It may alfo be obferved, that Mr. John Rogers, that

famous martyr, cordially confented to the burning of

Joan of Kent. " For (faith Mr. Fox) when the Fro-

tejlant bifhops had refolved to put her to death, a friend

of Mr. John Rogers, the divinity-reader in St. Paul's

church, came to him, earneftly defiring him to ufe his

mtererc with the archbi'liop, that the poor woman's

* Ths other was George Van Pare, a Du^climan ; he wns burnt in

Smithfield, April 25, ijjf. Kc luffered with great conftancy of mind,

und kiiTed the ilake and faggots that were to burn hiin. Hs is fa id to

have been a man of unGcmnion llridnefs of hfc and devotion. Thcfe
perfons were botli Bapti.ls. Vide Hid. Reform. Vol. ii lib. i, p. i la.

t Ibid.
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life might be fpared, and other means ufed to prevent
the fpreading of her opinions.—Rogers on the other
hand pleaded, fhe ought to be put to death. Well,
then, fays hisfriendy*' if you are refolved to put an end
to her life, together with her opinion, choofe fome
other kind of death, more agreeable to the gentlenefs

and mercy prefcribed in the gofpel ; there being no
need that fuch tormenting deaths Ihould be taken up
in imitation of the papifts. Rogers anfwered, that

burnwg al:\>e was no cruel death, but eafy enough. His
friend then hearing thefe words, which exprefled fo

little regard to poor creatures' fufFerings, anfwered him
with great vehemence

—

Welly perhap? it may fo happetiy

that you yourfelfjhall have your handsfull of this tnild burn'

ing. And fo it came to pafs *, and Rogers was the firft

man who was burnt in Queen Mary's time."

" This Rogers (fays Pierce) was a nonconformifty and
a very excellent man, and died nobly in the caufe of

Chrill y but this barbarity of his deferves to be expof-

ed J and the rather, becaufeGod in his providence feems

to have fhewn his great difpleafure againft it."f If

this indeed were the cafe, it could not be agreeable to

the will of Chrift.

It is quite remarkable, that Cranmer, Ridley, and
Rogers, who had a principal hand in burning thefe two
perlons in the reign of Edward, were all burnt in the

fucceeding reign of Mary.
I do not mention theie things with a view of glory-

ing in the lufterings of my own denomination, nor for

the fake of reproaching others ; but to ihow what
enormous cruelties good men may pra6tife, under the

fpc'cious fliovv oi godlyfncerity and a zeal for the truth.

* Suppofi;d to be Fox hln»felf.

f Fiercc's Anfwerto Nichols, p. 33, in Crofby.
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SECTION VII.

Whether there be any Morality in « Externals' or ' Senti-

ments / afid ivhetherJtncerity of heart fecures thejudg-

mentf om error / briefly conftdered.

OlR, you have anticipated an objeftion againft

your theory •, i. e. ' That a good intention will fandtify

a wicked adlion.' We fhall only notice two things in

your anfwer. Fir ft you fay, < That mere externals are

neither holy nor iinful, is evident from this conlidera-

tion, that the Jame modes of external condudl are con-

vertible to both good and bad purpofes* But, Sir, is

there no morality in good and bad purpofes ? You feem
to convert them neither to one or the other, but to a

ftate of indifferency. I fuppofe the fame external

modes of conduct may be the * expreffions both of holy

and iinful affedtions.' But this by no means proves,

that there is no morality in our external conduct. If

we are rational agents (and we certainly are) whatever

mode of external condu<St we purfue, muft be our choice,

rather than any other ; and how this can be without

morality, I am totally at a lofs.

I conclude, Sir, that you will allow that eating bread

and drinking wine, are external a6ts -, but if there be
no morality in them, it is hardly worth while to wafte

our time in a diipute about fuch trifling things. I do
not conclude, however, that the morality of the a(St is

merely in mafticating bread, or in fwallowing wine,

which a brute may do as well as an intelligent agent
;

but the circumftances which lead us to choofe and adopt

this particular mode of condu<St, undoubtedly tinge the

a5f with morality.

Your other obfervation which I fhall take notice of,

is the following, that * There is nothing of a moral
nature in mere fentiments ot mere eatertmls,^ If by
* n\QYQ fenti7nentSy you mean no more, than thofe fugi-

tive thoughts which flutter upon the ftirface of the

• Marginal Note, p. 24.
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brain, as hutterjlies do in the fun-beams, we fliall not
contend. But, if by fentimenty we underftand that re-

fuk of the mind which leads us on to external a£ls, we
fhall undoubtedly find that it is conne£led with the
heart, as well as the head. The fool hath /aid, not in

his head, but in his hearty there is no God. This is his

fentiment, and a very innocent one it is, if deftitute of
morality.

You will permit me to add a remark from a very

fentimental writer. Saith he, " Error In judgment and
fentiment, efpecially in things of a moral nature, is al-

ways wrong ; and does not coniift or originate merely
in any defe^ of the moral faculties of the mind *, but

is of a moral nature, in which the tafte, affection, or in-

clination of the heart is concerned ; and therefore is

always, in every degree of it, morally v/rong, and more
or lefs criminal. Were the moral faculties of the mind,
were the heart, pcrfe^lly right, man would not be capa-

ble of error, or of jndging wrong, or making any mif-

take, efpecially in things of religion. The natural fac-

ulties of the mind, coniidered as feparate from the in-

clination or will, do not lead, and have no tendency in

themfelves, to judge wrong, or contrary to the truth of

things. To do fo, is to judge without evidence, and
contrary to it, vv^hich the mind never would or could do,

were not the inclination or heart concerned in it, fo as

to have influence, which muft be a wrong inclination,

and contrary to truth and to evidence j and therefore is

morally wrong or criminal."

" Therefore, all the miftakes and wrong opinions

which men entertain refpedling the dcBrinesy injlituiions

and duties revealed in the bible, are criminal, and of a

bad tendency."* If this reafoning be true, it cannot

be faid that there is nothing of a moral nature in our

fentiments.

I conclude that the bible exhibits a fair fyftcm of

truth, fupported by rational evidence ; and were it not

for the blindnefs of the human i6mr/, and the prejudices

occaiioned hjfmful affeciionsy men would yield their

cheerful affent to truth, in exacSt proportion to the evi-

tlopkins's Syft. Ticatife on the Milieu. Vol. 11. p. 6i.
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dence laid before them ; and would not choofe darknefs

rather than light. It is believed that good men, (how-
ever they may differ in opinion here) in the coming
ftate will fee eye to eye : perhaps not owing fo much
to the fuperior light of truth, as to their being delivered

from thofe fmful affections which oppofe the truth.

This obfervation will appear evident from this conlider-

ation, that thofe who have the greateft advantages to

know the truth, often appear to be moft oppofed to it.

The Jews, who had the oracles of God, and confequent-

ly the beft information refpCiSling the Meffiah, when he
was preached to them, oppofed and blafphemed, while
the Gentiles believed.

Upon fuppofition, that < there is nothing of a moral

nature in mere fentiments/ why is unbelief z. crime ? or

vhy is a man to blame for being an infidel ? this is a

nere fentiment. In fliort, why do we blame the Jews
for accufing and delivering Chriil to be crucified ? It

is evident they did not believe him to be the Son of

God. The apofde Peter, after charging them with
killing the Prince of Life, faid to them ; Now^ brethren^

I iv->t that through ignorance r.' did it, as did alfo your
rulers.* Saint Paul fuppofed that they did not know
him to be the Meffiah : for, faid he, None of the princes

cf this 'uwrld kneiv it : for had they known it, they
would not have crucified the Lord of Glory.f No, they
would have been (hocked at the horrid thought ! But
ihQiY ftniimtnts were that he was a deceiver, and a blaf-

phemer ; and they had a law given them by Mofes
againft fuch, and by this law they faid he ought to die.

And their external conduEi v/as to put him to death.

Now v/here was their crim.inality ? You v/ill probably

fav it originated in their hearts, < where all real crimi-

nality is to be found.' It will be granted. And did

ot their fentiments originate there likewife \ Out of

.lie HEART proceed evil thoughts, murders, &c. and not

out of the head as unconnected with it.

In order to apply the foregoing obfervations to the

: i-.c: before us, we are willing to acknowledge, that

ve do not think a man to blame, for f ncerely a<5iin{;

* >i<3siil. 17. f I Ccr. ii, 8.
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according to liis confcience, although it be ever {o erro-

neous. But he may be exceedingly to blame, for hav-

ing an erroneous confcience. If we do not improve

the beft means of information which we are favoured

with, we are certainly to blame for the negledl.

It is a maxim in civil law, * That a man is obliged to

know it at his peril.' This holds good with regard to

the divine law. The man who tranfgrefled the law of

Mofes through ignorance, however fincere, was never-

thelefs guilty j and when it came to his knowledge he

was obliged to offer a facrifice.* And he who killed

his neighbour at unawares, without in the leaft defign-

ing his death, was neverthelefs doomed to fuffer a cer-

tain punifhment \ for, to be confined to a particular

city, without permiffion upon any occafion to go out

until the death of the high-prieft, cannot be accounted

otherwife.f

Upon the whole, what reafon can be given for our

conftruing the divine law differently ? Or why fhould

one man fee a revealed truth, and another under equal

advantages fhould not ; unlefs the latter be under

the influence of moral blindnefs .? If the pofitive in-

flitutions of the gofpel are fufficiently plain (as they un-

doubtedly are) why fliould we read and underfland the

fame bible fo very differently ? I cannot think we are

both right. If Chrill: has commanded his people to

dedicate their infant-feed to him in baptifm, then we
mufl conclude that all the Baptifl churches are in an

error in this particular. On the other hand, if the gof-

pel teacheth us, that with the heart man believeth unto

rip^hteoufnefs, and with the mouth confijfion is made unto

falvation j and that this confeflion is to be made by

every candidate for baptifm ; then we mufl fuppofe our

Psedobaptifl brethren are in an error, in not infifting

upon the fame vifible qualifications which the apolHes

did. In fhort, can it be fuppofod that tlie fame divine

law, which enjoins either the oue or the other^ can ap-

prove of the neglect ? \i not, it muft ncceirarily fol-

low, that if you are right, wc are wrong ; and io vice

verja.

* Lev. iv. 13,12 J 27, I Xunib. xxiv. 25.



Of Morality in Externals or Sentiments, 123

Bm it is often faid by our opponents, * We are will-

ing to acknowledge your baptii'm to be vatid, and why
cannot you be as liberal with refpe^l to ours ^ We are

forry to bear the charge of illiberality -, but had much
rather do it than violate our confciences. When per-

fons are fo liberalj as to be willing to divide and mangle

an inftitution of Chrift, in order to accommodate a pain-

ful difputc ; while it feems to Ihow a condefcending

temper in them, it at the fame time excites a fufpition

of the jiiJIice of their caufe. This kind of liberality of

fentiment naturally leads us to recollect an iniVance rc^

corded in ancient hiftory, concerning two women who
came to a certain king, to decide a controverfy between

them refpecling a living child. Each contended that

fhe was the true mother, and that the child was her's.

For a time, their claims appeared equally founded, un-

til at length the wife king called for a fword, and pro-

pofed to divide the living child, and give half to the

one and half to the other [ The woman whofe the

child was, could by no means confent ; but would

cither have it alive undivided, or elfe give it up fo to

the other : but the other faid, Let it be neither mine nor

thine, hut divide it. To have divided the child, would
have deftroyed its exiftence : So to divide an inftitution

of Chrifl:, is to make it mean any thing, and every

thing, and confequently nothing. For when a divine

law is fuppofed to be conditional, and is to be left to

the judgment or fancies of men to determine, whether
one mode of obedience be not as acceptable as anotiier,

it of courfe lofes its authority, and ceafes to be a law.

From the above argument it will not be concluded,

that one man has a right to didlate, or prefcribe a mode
of obedience for another : for to our Q'U}n Mafler ive

fland orfalL Neverthelefs, the divine law is not con-

ditional^ but abiblute ; and its requirements muft be

fixed and determinate, although we may not underfland

them. One ls.^fjall be to him that is home born, and
unto thefranger thatfojourneth among you*

To conclude this Section, dear Sir, I wifli you ferl-

oufly to conflder your arguments upon fincerity, wheth-
er your have not carried thq matter too far \ and
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whether they are not calculated in fome inftances, to

diflerve the caufe of Chrift, and ftrengthen the hands
of error. For admitting that either you or we are in

.in error with refpe<fl: to one of the injftitutions of Chrift,

yet as your fentiments afTure us, that if we iincerely

think we are right, * We are as well accepted in the
Hght^f God, as if our external conduct had been ac-

( ording to his appointments,' fliall we not be apt to

rcleafe ourfeives from a painful inquiry into the evi-

dences for, and againft our particular fentiments ; and
conclude to Aide fmoothly on, in the good old way
which our fathers went ; and, perhaps, have no higher
reafon to believe it to be right, than becaufe they be-
lieved it to be fo ?

It is often faid, < When we get to heaven, we fhall

not be afked what particular principles we were of*

This obje<5tion implies too great an indifferency to the

requirements of truth ; and leads us to fuppofe that

many determine to get to heaven as cheap as they can.

i\nd whenever perfons would willi a releafe from the

toil of inquiry, and expenfe of retraiStion, they may im-
prove your arguments as a cordial auxiliary.

But were we even to gx2x\\.finccrity to be a term of
communion, yet Ihould we not be obliged to fix upon
fome external a6ls of obedience, as evidential of fincer-

ity ? Or are we to judge a man to be fincere by the

looks of his face ? Or by the tin<^lure of his thoughts ?

Or are we to believe it becaufe he profeiTes to be iin-

cere ? Perhaps the man was never yet found propa-

gating any fentiment of religion whatever, who would
own himfelf infincere.

\{ftncerity be the only thing fought for, and agree-

ment In fentiment unneceff.u-y to Chriltian fellowlhip,

then we may open the door wide, and receive all who
appear to be fincere, however erroneous, and by what-

ever names diftinguiflied, wherever they appear iincere.

Perhaps there is no one a6t in the circle of Chriftian

duty, which exprefles more fellowlhip, than communi-
cating at the Lord's table. And if we can occalionally

communicate together, why can we not ftatedly ? We
{hall alfo be led farther to inquire, upon what principle
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is reparation to be juftified ? Why did the Proteftants

come out from the church of Rome ? There were un-

doubtedly many fincere Chriftians in that church, not-

withftanding the body of clergy might be thought to

be corrupt. Why did the diflfenters leave the church
of England, and the independents the preibyterians, and
thefe diflent one from another ? It would be unchar-

itable to fuppofe, that there were not many {Incere

Chriftians in thofe churches. Obje£lions limilar to

thofe now mentioned have in fa6l taken place.

V^h^n pyejhyterianifm was about to be eftabliO-jed by

the Britifh government, the afiembly of divines at Weft-
minfber appointed a committee to hear and anfwer the

petition of thofe w^io fhould not conform to the gov-

ernment.

To thefe the independents prefented their loqueft,

Dec. 4th, 161-5, which was only this :
' That they may

not be forced to communicate as members in thofe par-

ifhes where they dwell ; but may have liberty to have

congregations of fuch perfons who give good teftimony

of their godiinefs, and yet out of a tendernefs of con-

fcience cannot communicate in their pariihes, but do
voluntariiy offer themfelves to joia in fuch congrega-

tions.'

To tliis the afTembly gave a flat denial, Dec. 15th.

The independents^ unwilling to lofe the privileges of the

eftablifhment, made the follow:ng conceffion. " That
they would maintain occalional communion in their

churches." But ftill their prefbyterian brethren would
not allow them feparate congregations. They rather

improved this compliance, to llrengthen their argu-

ments againft granting fuch liberty. " If (fay they)

they may occafionally exercife thefe a6\s of communion
with us once, a fecond, or a third time, without fin

;

we know no reafon why it may not be ordinarily with-

out fin, and then feparation and church-gathering

would have been needlefs. To feparate from thofe

churches ordinarily and vifibly, with whom occafional-

ly you may join without fin, feemeth to be a moil nn-

juft feparation."*

• Schifhi tried and condemned^ p 15, 27, a8. in Crofby,

m2



1 26 OJ the Rule of Duty towards Chrijiian Brethren.

Every candid reader will judge, whether the quef-

tions now fuggefted, are not involved in the idea of

occafional communion, upon the term of lincerity.

Another interefting queftion appears to be conne£led,

viz. Whether it be conliftent to communicate with any
perfon, or body of Chriftians, with whom we could not

unite in full fellowfhip, as members of the fame church ?

If there be any a6t more folemn, more expreffive of

unity and agreement, let it be pointed out ! For per-

fons to feparate from each other, merely on account of

difagreement in fcntiment, and yet hold occafional com-
munion (which exprefles their agreement) is the height

of abfurdity.

Upon the whole, if ' baptifm was prior to coming to

the Lord's table in the apoftolic pra^lice' (which you

have acknowledged, p. 13)—if it was then an immer-

iion upon a profcllion of faith, which I truft has

been made out in the preceding pages j and no
fcripture evidence appearing to the contrary j then

vou will not blame us for continuing in the apojlolic

tlo&rine, and for endeavouring carefully to imitate

their praBice. Hence it is probable our objeBions

may continue, until proof fliall be made out from the

word of God, that the apoftolic church did admit per-

fons to her communion merely upon the footing oifw'

cerityj without any regard to the external mode of their

obedience to Chrift's other appointments.

SECTION VIII.

Whether the Divine ConduB towards us be the Rule of

Duty towards our Chrifiian Brethren^ rather than God^s

revealed Will j briefy conftdered.

It will be readily granted, that fome parts of the

divine conduct are to be imitated by all who love God.

Yet our obligation to befollowers of God as dear children,

does not originate fo much from what he doesy as from
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vv'hat he comv.uinds. Therefore, we are not tp imitate

the divine conduct, in any thing which would lead us

contrary to his revealed will.

There are fome parts of the divine condii£l, which it

would be highly improper for us to attempt to imitate 3

{"jch as the following : He fufpended the eftablilhed

Uw5 of nature, *- and held the falling day," until Ifrael

had gained the victory over his enemies. He arrefted

Jordan in its courfe, and compelled its v,'aters to retire,

and made a pail'/ge for his chofen tribes. He opened
the mouth of Balaam's afs, and caufed the I'tupid brute

to reprove the more bruliih prophet. He commanded
Abraham, as a teft of his love and obedience, to offer

up his beloved fon for a facrilice ; and it is certain he
higlily approved of Abraham's conduct, and bleiTed his

unrelerved obedience. I prefume no one will infer

from this, that we are to exprefs our iove to God by
lacriiicing our children to him. God has at feveral

times deitroyed his enemies by fire from heaven ; but

when the two difciples were defirous of punifhing the;

ungrateful Samaritans in the fame way, Jefus reproved

their blind zeal, and told them plainly, they knew not

what fpirit they were of.*

Inftances might be multipHed from fcripture, to (how,

that the divine condu(^l: is not in all cafes the rule of our

duty j ]3ut you have fuppofed one, which you conclude

is worthy of our imitation—It (hall now be the fubje^t

of our inquiry.

You take it for granted, that God communes with

the P^edobaptifts at his holy table ; and hence afk,

< Why cannot you commune with thofe at the table,

with whom God communes ?' As this queftion was
anticipated in my other Piece, you have from thence

introduced the following reply, i. e. * It is not what
God can or does do, but his revealed v.'ill, which is the

rule of our duty.* On this you obferve, * I hope, Sir,

I iliall never obje<5t to your making the revealed will of

God the rule of your duty. But this, Sir, is a part

of his revealed will. Be ye folloivers of God^ as dear chil-

drefi. And if God be willing to commune with Paedo-

* Gen, xix. 24. s Kings i. xo. Luke ix, 54.
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baptifts, why fihould you be unwilling to imitate his ex-

ample in this refpe^t V

You will permit me, Sir, to inquire, whether you fin-

cerely think, that the apoftles had particular reference

to communion at the Lord's table, when he exhorted*

the Ephefians to ha foUoivers of God P If he had not, it

affords no proof for yoar argument. If this were his

object, he muft be underflood as addrefling them in the

following manner : Brethren, God communes with

you, and why cannot you commune with one another ?

J^e ye folLivers of God^ as diar children. But was the

church of Ephefus at this early period fo divided, that

they did not hold vilible communion together ? Were
there then in the church Pxdobaptifts, and Anti-paedo-

baptifts, who had (ex. up feparate communions ? When
this is fairly proved, we ought to believe it. You go
on to fay—< Suppofmg that the Psedobaptifts are really

in an error ; if Chrift does not view the error as fo

eiieniial, but that he will commune with them, why
iliould you ? Is the fervant greater than his lord ?'

By no means : for the fervant knoiveth not nvhat his lord

docth. And although he giveth rules to his fervants to

regulate their condu<ft by ; yet he is not particularly

bound by them himfelf. But you feem to fuppofe, that

Chrift communes with you in a certain fenfe, in which
we are unwilling to. But how are we to underftand

you ? Surely not that Chrift comes perfonally among
you, or that he at^ually communes with you in the

bread and wine ^ If not, we muft fuppofe it is fpiritu-

ally ; i. e, he may own and blefs you, notwithftand-

ing there may be fome imperfections in your obedience.

But are we unwilling to commune with you fpiritually ?

Have not all good men, as far as they have the knowl-

edge of each other, communion in this fenfe ? And do
they not heartily approve of all lincere Chriftians, as

far as they view them walking in the truth ? We may
not from hence infer, that Chrift approves of the

errors of any, or that the moft.profufe charity requires

it of us.

To fuppofe that the Psedobaptifts are in an error,

and that this is of fuch a nature that Chrift could not
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commune with or blefs them, would it not be to fup-

pofe it fatal, and inconiiftent with their eternal falva-

tion ? And fhould it be granted, * that God communes
at his table with the pure in heart of both denomina-
tions,' yet never in fuch a fenfe as to approve of the

errors of either.

That God has communed with, or blefTed good men,
notwithftanding tney were guilty of fome errors, will

appear from what follews :—It is faid of Solomon, that

he loved the Lord, and walked in the ftatutes of David
his father ; only he facrificed and burnt incenfe in high

places. The fame is faid of Jehoafti, and Jotham, that

they did that which luas right in thefight of the Lord : but

the high places luere not iaheu aiuay : the peoplefliilfacrificed

and burnt incenfe in the high places^^ We can here only

conceive, that God approved of v/Ivat was right according

to his commandments ; while he wholly condemned
their facrifices in high places and groves.

When the ordinance of the pafTover had not for a

long time been obferved as it luas ivritten^ king Heze-
kiah iiTued his proclamation, fummoning all Ifrael to

attend the folemn feaft. But when the people came
together, many of them had not thofe external qualifi-

cations which the ordinance required ; and confequent-

ly did eat the paj/jver otherwife than it ivas written : but

Hezekiah prayed for them^ faying^ The good Lord pardon

every one that prepareth his heart tofeek God^ the Lord God

of hisfathers, though he be not cleanfed according to thepuri-

fication ofthefanBuary.\ Hence it is evident, that they

were in fome degree guilty, for omitting thofe external

pre-requilites which the ordinance required ; notwith-

ftanding they prepared their hearts to feek the Lord.

If this were not the cafe, they could not have needed

a pardon, for this ever fuppofes guilt. Thus while they

experienced the divine approbation in preparing their

hearts to feek God, they needed his pardon for fome

external omiffions.

You will recollect. Sir, that you have given it as your

opinion, * That the efflnce of baptifm does not confift in

* 1 Kbj^s iii. 3. 2 King? xi:. 2, 3, and Kv^ 3/1, ^S^

f % Chun. XXX. 1 3, 19.
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•dHy one particular mode whatever.* Undoubtedly this

may be faid, with as much propriety, refpec^ing com-
munion ; that the ejjefice of it does not confiH: in any
particular mode whatever j but in right af}e<5tions of

heart.

If this obfervation be jufl:, that tlie effence of an
ordinance dees not confift in the externals of it, but in

fincerity of heart j and that Chriftian communion does

not require agreement in fcntiment, but only a union of
* affe(flions and defires ;' in this fenfe, I prefume, the

Baptifts and Pa^dobaptifts do cordially commune.
In remarking upon the motto of my other Piece,

you have faid, * There muft be a union betwen God
and man, or they cannot commune together—there

muft be a cordial union. We muft love the fame ob-
jects which God loves, and hate that which he hares/.

You fuppofe, * the fame kind of agreement is efTential

to our walking together.' Now, Sir, if this cordial af-

feftion and union can fully exift, and we difagree in

one divine inftitution, why can it not, and we difagree

in another ? Why is it thought more eflential to our
Chriftian fellowftiip and union to be agreed in the or-

dinance of the fupper, than in the ordinance of bap-

tifm ? Or are there any reafons for exalting the former
fo much above the latter ? If agreement in fentiment

be neceflary to our Chriftian fellowOiip, then it can be
of no confequence for us to be agreed in the ordinance
of the fupper. For according to this argument, two
perfons or churches may enjoy mutual communion to-

gether, although one of them ihould partake of the

bread and wine, and the other fit by at the fame time
and not partake.

Upon the whole, I fee nothing to forbid this conclu-

fion, That we do commune with the Paedobaptifts in

the fame fenfe which God does. We may not indeed
in the fame degree, as we have not the fame degree of

knowledge, with refpc^Sl to their conformity to his mora!

image, or pofitive requirements ; but fo far as we fee

them bearing the image of truthy fo far we love and ef-

teem them.



Of the Rule of Duty towards Chri/lian Brethren, 1 3

1

But, Sir, do you conceive that God communes with

you in a higher, or different fenfe, in the ordinance of

the fupper, than what he does in the ordinance of bap-

tifm ? If not, why may you not draw an argument
equally forcible from that, to urge us to a compliance

with your mode of baptifm ? I am willing to own, that

I am enthuliaftic enough to believe, that God as really

manifefts his all-approving prefence with us in the ordi-

nance oi baptifm, as in that oi the fupper. But, (hould

we from hence urge the propriety of your adopting our

mode of baptifm, without producing any other proof in

fupport of it, would you think the argument conclufive ?

Moft certainly you would not.

You have taken it for granted, that God com-
munes with the Paedobaptifts, and that his example
is worthy of Imitation. But have we not as much rea-

fon to believe, that the baptifm of Chrift by an immer-
fion in Jordan, was deiigned as an example for believ-

ers thro«gh every age, as that his communing with your
denomination is deiigned as an example for us to imi-

tate ? But, the facrilegious practice of imitating Jefus

Chrift in his baptifm, has been loudly exploded, by
the united efforts of two learned gentlemen,* in a

publication with this extraordinary title, " The Baptifm

of Jefus ChriJ}^ not to he imitated by Chriflians^^ A perfon

cannot reflect upon this title a moment, without con-

cluding, that fome Faedobaptifts cautioufly endeavour
not to imitate the baptifm of Jefus Chrift ! We can

hardly forbear afking, Who do they mean to imitate ?

Surely not John \ for they fay he was under the law.

Not Chrift, becaufe he was baptized before his death.

Not Philip, and the Eunuch, for they went down both

INTO THE WATER. Not the primitive church ; for we
are authorized, upon the teftimony of Psedobaptifts

themfelves, to fay, that inimcrfi.n was the univerfal prac-

tice (except in particular cafes) for nearly thirteen hun-

dred years after the Chriftian sera.

We cheerfully acknowledge that this is not the cafe

with us ; for we do really endeavour to imitate the bap-

tfm of Chrift ; nor did we ever yet feel confcious of

•* M;2rs Fi{h ^r\^ Crane.
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reproof, for the prefumptuous a6t ! It is an argument
of no fmall weight in the minds of many, that our

baptifm is an imitation of his, who has taught us to

take up our crofs and follow him. Were it not ne-

cefTary to invite you to follow an example fo evidently

defigned for imitation, I might addrefs you in the fpon-

taneous language of a text prefled into your fervice ;

Be yefollowers of God^ as dear children.

Should you think the queftion not fully anfwered by
what has been already obferved, and ftill inquire, * If

God communes with the Psedobaptifts, why fhould you
be unwilling to follow his example ?'—I would wifh to

alk, Whether you would think it duty for us to be fol-

lowers of God, otherwife than according to the rules

laid down in his word ? You will permit me to remind

you, that you have acknowledged, that thofe rules re-

quire baptifm antecedent to communion. This is evi-

dently your meaning when you fay, * I do not deny that

baptii'm was prior to coming to the Lord's table in the

apoflolic practice. I i'uppofe it was/ I fuppofe fo too.

Sir ; and would beg to know, whether there has been

any different rule of practice eftablifhed iince ? If fo,

by whom was it done, and by what authority ? If the

fyftem of infpiration was clofed by the apoftles, then

undoubtedly the practice of the church, as recorded by

them, is a proper rule for us. To this you feem to ai-

iVnt (though with a degree of caution) when you fay,

< I alio fuppofe their example to be worthy of imitation

in like circumftances.' As if fome circumiiances might

take place, which might make it neceflary to alter the

mo^Ie or order of divine in{citutions. But, Sir, if inltitu-

tions are divine^ it is not in the power of circumfianceSi

however combined, or any thing elfe lliort of tJie power

which made theni, to alter e.-ither mGde or order. Some
circumftaiices may render it nec^.'ffary to omit, but never

.0 alter aii inrtltutioii. Tne moineiit we alter an infti-

. '-.or,, v.'e deitroy its antiioriry. It can no longer

ill rlie hife;ii privlJege of a divi/if origin j but' miut

locked upon as rlie bilc-born offbpririg of ]iumar«



Of the B.ule of Duty towards Chr'iflian Brethren, 133

That there can be circiimftancesin our prefent fitua-

tion which may render it neceflary, or even juftifiable,

to depart from the apojiolic praEiice^ I cannot conceive.

Yet here we are not fo happy as to be agreed in opin-

ion \ for you fay—* I am not certain that there can be

no circumftances in which it might be lawful to admit

to the Lord's fupper prior to baptifm.' Efpecially if

the mode of baptifm be immerfion. < For a real Chrif-

tian may for many years be fubjedled to fuch bodily

diforders, that it would be prefumption rather than

duty, to be plunged all under water ; and yet at certain

times he might be able to attend the ordinance of the

Lord's fupper. And muft he be debarred this privilege,

or forbidden this duty, merely becaufe he is unable to

be immerfed V*
It appears to me, Sir, that you draw conclusions

without premifes. For you fuppofe we debar a perfon

from a privilege in one inftance becaufe he is unable to

do his diit-^ in another. I fuppofe you are miftaken in

both. For firft, I do not believe that God requires

any duty of his creatures, which his holy providence has

rendered them unable to perform : which is the fup-

pofed cafe with regard to baptifm. Nor fecondly, do 1

believe that it is the duty or privilege of any perfon to

attend one facred ordinance, while God in his provi-

denceprevents his attending another, which has 2, prior

claim on his obedience ; and while the latter^ by « apof-

tolic practice/ is a necefiary qualification for the fortner.

This idea you have fully illuiUated in your next page,

where you obferve, that * Many things which are or-^

dinarily incumbent duties are not fo in all circumftan-

ces.' This obfervation appears perfe6tly juft, and the

very circumjtance you have mentioned of the perfon's

being unbaptized, renders it inconilftent with duty for

him to partake of the Lord's fupper.

For I can as eaiily conceive of its being a perfon's

duty or privilege to go to meeting, while by the provi-

dence of God he is confined at home ; as to believe

that it is his duty to go to the communion-table, while

^ Page 14.

N
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by the fame providence, he Is unable to attend the pre-
vious qualifications which the inftitution requires.

Allowing immerfion to be cflential to gofpel baptifm,
and a perion to become a real Chriftian when but nine
years old, and the ftate of his health fuch as would ren-
der it unfuitable for him to be baptized, fliould he live

to be nine hundred and fixty-nine, I fliould never fup-

pofe it to be his duty to couimunicate while in that fit-

uation j nor can I fuppofe any well enlightened Chrif-

tian would ever defire it.

But, fhould it even be fuppofed, that the order of

the inftitations might be difpenfed with in particular

cafes, fo far as to admit to communion pious perfons,

whofe bodily infirmities would not allov; of their being
baptized—What then ? Shall we from hence argue
to a general pradlice, and admit unbaptized perfons to

communion who have no fuch infirmities to plead ? If

this be not the cafe, your argument lofes the whole of

its force ; unlefs your communicants are all invafhls /

The inconclufivenefs of this argument will more
fully appear by attending to the oblervations you have
brought to illuftrate it by. The firll: is, the inilance of
David's taking theJheiu bread. You obferve, ' He was
hungry, and had need of it for the fufl:enance and pref-

ervation of life •,' but will you from hence conclude,

that it was lawful for David, or any other perfon in or-

dinary cafes, to have taken the hallowed bready when
there was no fuch necefiity ? If this be not the cafe, it

will not help your caufe ; for the matter in difpute is

not a cafe of necfjtty, but of fuppofed conveniency ;

and which, in order to its being praclifed, mufl be lav/-

ful in ordinary cafes. Your other obfervation refpecSt-

iiig a perfon's being neceliarily detained from the b.oufe

or God, is much of the fime tenor : for granting that a

perfon's infirmities may cxciife him from the duty of

attending public word ip, fliallwe hence infVr that this

is any excufe for others, or eN cti for the fame perfon

when well ? Surely we ihall not.

You fuppofe when David violated a pftive prcapty

he did it to preferve his life, and that in this fenfe he

UDnducted himfelf agreeably to tlie moral law. Nov/,
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Sir, when it can be made to appear, that a perfon's

life, or eternal lalvation, depend on communicating at

the. Lord's table, I cannot fay but in fuch a cafe it may
be lawful to go contrary to poluive inrtitutions ; to de-

part from apojiolic praBice ,- and plunge ourfelves into

almoft every inconfillency, rather than a iveak brother

Jhouhi per'ijhyfor whom Chrifi died.

Your obfervations in favour of giving the commu-
nion to the ficlc who are not inftitutionally qualified to

receive it, lead us to compare it with the ancient cuftom

of baptizing the clinics.

A learned hiilorian obferves, <* At nrft all times were

alike, aud perlons were baptized as opportunity and

occafion ferved -, but it was after reftrained to two

folemn and ftated times of the year, viz. Eafer and

Whitfuntide'* Thefe included the fifty days between :

<« Yet if there was a tiecejjity, (as in cafe of Jj.ck/hfs and

danger o£ death) they might be baptized at any other

time."* And notwithflanding they allowed immerfion

to be the proper mode, yet, in cafe of danger of death,

they would fprinkle perfons as they lay in their beds.

It is evident they overrated the inftitution ; and your

notion of giving the communion to the fick who are un-

able to be baptized, has a little of the fame appearance.

I do not find that thefe ancient Chriiliians plead apof-

tolic authority for this practice, nor did they allow of

this mode of baptifm ia ordinary cafes.

But why iliould it be thought necellary for a real

Chrilfian to receive the communion, fo long as his bod-

ily infirmities forbid his being regularly baptized .? It

cannot be thought necelTary to his eternal falvation ;

for if a Chriftian, that is already fecured : nor that the

gofpel rule requires it ; for that enjoins, that a/l things

be d'jne decently and in order : nor yet the glory of God ,

for that never requires fubmiiiion to any pfiiive law^

feut of thofe who are capable of the pofitive pre-requi-

fites to obey it. Hence I conclude, that every unbap-
tized Chriftian, whofe infirmities may be fiich, as to

render it unfuitable for him to be baptized and join

the vifible church, ought fubmifiively to wait, until

• Dr. Cave's Pimiitive Chriilianity, p. 194.
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God in his providence opens a door for him in a regu-
lar manner to approach his holy table ; and not to a£l

fooli/hly like Saul, who grew impatient in waiting for

Samuel, ztmX forced hivtfdf and offered o hiirnt-cfferifig.*

I have endeavoured thus far to trace your argument,
and have not yet found fufficient leafon to depart from
the apcjiolic police ; but as we are fo happy as to be
agreed in this point, that baptifm according to their

pra^Hce was prior to coming to the Lord's table, on
this ground we will bring the matter to trial. Now,
Sir, I would wiih to aik,, How we can confiftently

communicate with you ? If we coflimunicate with you
as baptized perfons, we practically give up our princi-

ples J if we communicate with you as ufibnptized, then
we unwarrantably depart from the apoftolic pradlice.

You cannot be infeniible, my dear Sir, that this is the

ery pith of the controverfy ; and that one or the other

of the above difficulties will inevitably fall to our iliare',

in cafe we eftablifh communion with you.

It is a fa<Sl generally known, and which we do not

"wifh to conceal, that we cannot acknowledge infant

fprinkling to be go/pe/ baptifm. Could this be allowed^

the difpute would be at an end, and our fentiments at

an end with it. For if the inftitution requires no moref

thzn fprinkling, then plunging muft be forever unnecefla-

ry *, and befides, we fjiall bejuftly chargeable with re-

baptizing, a practice we condemn as much as you do.

But you feem to be willing that we (l.ould be Baptills,

and yet blame us for not communicating with other

denominations. But, why do you not lay the axe to the

root of the tree, and blame us for being Baptifts, and not

blame us for being confident ?

I doubt not but every unprejudiced mind will readily

perceive that the matter comes to this point with us,

that in order to communicate with you, we mull: either

give up what you and we agree was the apollolic prac-

tice, or our fentiments as Baptifts. One or the other of

thefe will be a rational inference from our ccnduO.

From what has now been obferved, it will be eafy to

perceive the different lituations we ftand in to each

• I Sam.xiii. 12.
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other. When perfons join your churches, who have

been baptized by us, I have never heard of your bap-

tizing them again. On the other hand, we always bap-

tize thofe who come from your churches to us, unlefs

they have been immerfed upon a prcfeffion of faith.

But is this difference of condu<St to be attributed to ca-

thohciim in you, or the want of it in us ? By no means.

The truth is this^ immerfion includes fprinkl'mg ,- but

fprinkling does not include immerfion : therefore the

perfon who is immerfed, is in your view lawfully bap-

tized j whilft he who is only fprinkled, is not fo in

ours. It hence follows, that, conilftently with your

fentiments and views of the * apojldic praElice^ you may
invite us to communicate in your churches ; while we,

having the fame views, cannot invite you

It is hoped that the preceding obfervations will fully

fatisfy our Pfedobaptill: brethren, that our reafons for

not communicating with them do not arife from the

want of brotherly affection towards them ; but from a

confcientious regard to what v/e underftand to be the

order of the go/pel.

So long as we allow the gofpel to contain a complete

fyflem of faith and practice, vv^e muft endeavour to fol-

low the rules there given, rather than imitate other fup-

pofed parts of the divine conduct.

But Ihould we even carry the matter as high as you
have fuppofed ; that Chrift fhould perfonally come to

one of your communions, and acl:ually partake with
you j and fliould addrefs you as his friends, and bid you
eat and drink ; I am not certain that his conducb in fo

doing would call for our imitation, fo long as the

eiiablilhed laws of his kingdom remain as they now
are.

When Chrift iirft commiinoned his difciples, and fent

them'forth to preach the gofpel, heal ihe lick, &:c.

—

he

commanded them faying^ Go not into the way of the Gentiles^

and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not,* Never-
thelefs, he himfelf went into the borders of Tyre and
Sidon, and there healed the daughter of the Syrophe-
iiician v/oman, who was a Gentile.f He alfo pafTed

• Mutt. X. 5. f Mark vii, ^4—,30.
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through Samaria ; converfed with the woman at the

cw^//, where he made known himfelf to her as the Mef-
liah. And afterwards, at the requeft of the people, he
tarried two days ; in which time rnafiy more hA'ieved on

him^*' Hence we fee, that Chrill did thofe things

which his difciples were not authorized to do. There-
fore I conclude we are to follow the particular rules

laid down by Chrifl: in his word, rather than any fup-

pofed appearances or man ifeftat ions he may make to

his people in any way whatever. If this be not the

cafe, we are likely to ramble in eternal uncertainty I

But, bleffed be God, ive have a more fure word ofprophe^

cy^ to ivhich ive do luell to tahe heed.

It may be proper here to take notice of the conse-

quences you have drawn, from the fuppofition of our

proving, that a conformity to our mode of bapiifm is an

eflential term of communion. You fay, * Should this

be made to appear, it will then alfo appear^ that all the

Pjedobaptifts, who have thought they enjoyed com-
munion with God at his table, have been moj} nuftrahly

deluded^ If fo, the confequence is dreadful indeed f

Enough to ihock the tender feelings of every pious

Psedobaptift, and lay an effectual bar in the way of their

admitting the evidence of a truth fo difgufting, though

jfhining with the greateft clenrnefs. You alfo conclude,

that if baptifm in our mode be an effentiai qualification \

< then the Psedobaptltls are elleniially v/rong and nukked

in coming to the table •,' and their conducV an abotnina'

tion in the fight of God-f My dear Sir, are you fo in-

toxicated with fentiment as to forgef: your own fyftcm ?

No farther back than page 20, you have faid, * I deny

that there can be any moral evil in conduct which pro-

ceeds from godly iincerity \ yet I grant there may be

natural evil, or incongruity, through inadvertency or

ifiifapprehenfion.' Is it poihble that * natural evil' or

« incongruity/ fliould account for all the frightful things

now mentioned, fuch as ^ wiferable deitftot,^ * wicked*

condu^H:, even fuch as is < abomination in the fight of

God ?' If not, your argument fails in one or the other :

* John iv. 26, 39,40. f PagczS.



Of the Rule cfDuty iovjards ClnjTuin Brethren. ] 39

either your conduct muft be chargeable with moral evil

^

or your conlequences cannot be jui^.

In your next page you go on to fay, * Granting that

immerlion be the appmiied mode of baptlfm, and be-

lievers tlie onhy proper fabjects, yet if a Pci^doboptift

renlly th'wk other wiie, and witJi an obedient heart offer

up his children in our mode, his condudr is not charge-

able widi any niGrnl cviL All the evil ^vhich is to be

imputed to his condudl, is of the natural kind. And
the perion in fo doing is as well iiccepted in the fight

o: God, as if liis external conduct had been according

to tue appointed mode of baptifm/ It is peculiar in-

deed, that with regard to the inftituiion oi baptnm, you
inould concluJe, that if you honeltiy miftake both the

Jubjicis and mode, and pra<5tife in a way entirely differ-

ent, it by no means hinders die divine approbation and
acceptance ; but v/ith regard to the ordinance of the

fupper^ if it fhould be proved that you had as honeftly

made a miilake with regard to a previous duty, and
have thought that yon enjoyed communion with God
at his table, the confequence muft be^ that you have all

been mlferably deluded I

According to the above argument, all that is necelTary

to render baptifm acceptable, is only to * really think

you are right : hence by a parity of reafoning, if you
are not accepted of God in the ordinance of the fupper,

we muft iiippofe you do not ' really think' you are right

w^hen you come to the table. But are you not as iin-

cere in coming to the Lord's table,^ as in offering up
your children ? If you are not, I iliall join with you,

that your conduct is an abomination to the Lord. But,
allowing you to be iincere, and to really think you are

right, and we muft fuppofe that you have as much rea-

fon to think you have been « miferably deluded' in the

former^ as in the latter.

Thus, Sir, I have endeavoured carefully to attend to

the argumentative part of your Friendly Letter^ and have
attempted to anfwer thofe arguments on which I fup-

pofed you laid the greateft ftrefs ;^ either in a direct

way, or by ftiowing the invalidity of the evidence by
which, they were fupported. And however an impar-
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tial public miiy jadge, I have the fatisfaeVion to think,

that in the preceding iheets the following particulars

have been fairly eftabliGied, by evidence from fcripture,

reafon, and the concurring tcilimony of many eminent

Ppedobaptift writers^ 1. That vihble, or profeffing be-

lievers, are the only proper fubjeBs of bapt'ijm^ known and

defcribed in the word of God. 2. That an entire im-

merfion in water, is necefTary to the due adniiniftration

of the ordinance. 3. That by apoftolic pra<ftice, which

is a ftanding law to the church of Chriil, baptifm wax^

and therefore ftill /V, prior to coming to the Lord's table.

Hence it follows, by « necefTary confequence/ that a

conformity to our mode of baptifm (if that has been

proved to be the gofpel mode) is to be confidered as a

necefTary pre-requifite or (if it fuits you better) term of

communion at the Lord's table, fo long as v^e think it

important to follow the < apojlolic praBice^ We do not

mean by this to dictate to our brethren of other de-

nominations with regard to their terms of communion ;

but only lliow the general principles on which we pro-

ceed among ourielves.

SECTION IX.

Ohjervathns on the Plan of Communion prcpofed in the

* Friendly Letter^ nuiih remarks on feveral other Thif,gs

conneBed with the Suhje^.

C
0]R, your profefTed defign in writing, has too

much of the appearance of friendihip, to be pafTed over

unnoticeu. But whether if your plan were adopted,

it would produce the defired efi'e^l, is a matter of feri-

ous inquiry.

* To promote the peace 'and profperity of Zion, by
opening a door for free communion betwen the Baptifls

and Patdobaptifts,' is your profefled obje<St. And not-

withftanding I have appeared upon the other fide of
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tl^e queftion, I perfuade myfelf, that no perfon^ would

be happier in feeing cur objecHons fairly removed, and

a conliilent way pointed out for a mutual interchange

of communions. But if it murt be done at the expenfe

iii owv Jentiments as Baptifts, you wili not think us un-

reafonjble in requiring ample proof that v/e are wrong,

before we do it.

The particular boundaries of your plan are exprelTed

in the following words ;
^ It is not my deiign, nor my

defire, to have a door open for free communion among
ail who profefs religion on either fide ; but only with

regard to thofe whofe vifibk conduct: is evidential of

real piety.' It is a little difficult here to underfiand

your meaning. If you mean to eftablifli communion
with fome churches v/hich you may coniflder as ortho-

dox in doctrine, and regular in dlfcipline, while you re-

je<^ others, your plan may be practicable. But as the

terms or qualifications you propofe, may be the lot of

individuals rather than churches, it appears to be at-

tended with fome difficulty. For it is reafonahle to

fuppofe that in every Chrifiian community there miry

be fome found, < whofe vifible conduct is evidential of

real piety.' With thofe it feems you would wi(h to

communicate, while with the church as a body you
could by no means hold fellowihip.

In order to reduce the idea to practice, we will fiip-

pofe ten members of a Baptift church in your vicinity

attend at one of your communion feafons, with a defire

to enjoy privileges with you ; but when the church is

called upon to act upon their requeft, they inform thofe

brethren that v/itli five of them they are fully fatisfied,

and bid them a cordial welcome to a feat in their com-
munion ; but to the others they obferve^ they have not

obtained the evidence of their « real piety \ and there-

fore mufl conlcientioufly refufe to partake with them.

It is natural to fuppofe that the feelings of thefe breth-

ren would be wounded upon luch an occafion ; fome on
their own account, and fbme on account of others.

And the church to which they belong might coiilider

themfelves iajured 5 and it is likely the etfefl would be
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contention, rather than peace. Difficulties Cmilar to

the above are fairly fuppofeable.

If you pleafe, Sir, we will now fuppofe a different cafe.

It fo happens, that feveral of your brethren remove into

the neighbourhood of a Baptift church, and from their

filuation are defirous of enjoying privileges with them.

The Baptiils, enlightened by your fentiments, are

equally deHrous of indulging them j and although

thefe brethren have not received baptifm in the way
which the church imderfcand the inftitution, yet as they

appear to hQ jwccrey which * is the very soul and es-

sence of conformity to Chrifi:/ the church cordially

grant their requefl:- For a feafon they enjoy privileges

together, and no particular difiiculty arifes 5 but at

length one of thofe communicants becomes difPatisfied

with refpeiSl to his infant baptiim ; and in tlie exercife

of ^Q(\\yfmcerity is led to beheve, that it is his indiipen-

fable duty to be immerfed. But while waiting a con-

venient opportunity for that purpofe, a communion fea-

fon iniervenes ; it now becomes a ferious queftion,

both with him and the church, whether it be duty for

him to communicate in his prefent fituation ? As the

church adopted this new mode of communion in con-

formity to your ^y^em^ they think proper to recur to

it, in order to decide the prefent doubtful cafe. They
firft confult the terms on which you propofe free com-

munion ; thefe they find to be * real pidy or ^ godlyfm-
cerity' That the man was a fubje<rt of thefe qualilica-

tions when they firft admitted him, they have no

doubt \ and they are equally fatisfied of his Jincerlty

giiid pii'ly with his prefent views; and at firft are in-

clined to think it may be his duty to communicate.

But there is one difficulty ftiil which feems to embarrafs

their proceeding ; that is, if they underitand you right,

(p. 9) it is not a queflion with you, * Whether baptifm

infome mode be an eJfetiUal qualificatmi^ And although

the perfon o^QQ/mccrely believed himfelf to be baptized,

he now as fincerely believes he is not j and * as a man
thhiheth in his heart fo is he^ For the fcripture being

*
Jtlent refpefling his infant baptifm,' the only thing

which gave it validity, either with himfelf or the
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church, was his fincerity ; but that failing in this par-

ticular, this liiull: conlequently fail with it ; and he can

no longer be confidered as baptized, than while he fin-

cerely believes himfelf to be fo. He is now, in his own
view, and in the view of the church, unbaptized. And
I cannot fee but that he muil appear in the fame light

to you> upon your own fcale of reafoning. But, how-
ever, he is unquefHonably pofTelTed of real piety and
godlyfmcerifyy which are your diftinguilliing terms of

communion ; and yet, as he is in his own opinion un-
baptized, he lacks an * cjjl'7it'ial quaUficaUo?i.^ It follows,

that by your fyftem he is both qualified, and unqualifi-

ed, at the fame time.

Befides, the Baptifi: church would not appear in the

moft confiftent light, to baptize a perfon with whom
they had probably communed feveral years , and
yet the man cannot a£l confifi:ently with godly fincerity

without it. Upon the whole, I am inclined to think,

when you review your plan in its operation, you will

conclude fome amendments are neceflary.

In connexion with your defign, you have another ob-
fervation, upon which I fliall make one or two remarks.
You fay, * I fiiall neglect to pay any particular attention

to the fubje<Sl: of infant baptifm ; not becaufe that I

think our fide fails of fcripture evidence, but becaufe

many abler hands have been employed on the (iibje^l,

and ijecaufi I think it to be needlefs with refpecSl: to the

fubjedl of clofe communion.' This obfervation appears

a little extraordinary, and that for two rCc^fons. 1.

That you fliouid fuggefi: that the fcripture affords am-
ple proof in favour of your fentiments ; and yet in

another part of your Letter, (p. 85) if I do not much
miftake, you make this hone ft concefiion, Thiit the

fcripture as to irfaut baptifm is SILENT ! Strange indeed !

Full of evichnoe, and yQiflcnt I entirely filent I- We
clieerfuUy yield you the unmolefted enjoyment of all

the evidence which infmt baptifm can derive from the

filence cffcnpiure refpecting it.* 2. That you fhould

y
* That ths fcripture \% fihnt, i» acknowledged hy Mr. Ciark. " TJte

Pasdobaptiits (laith he) do not place the evidence of infant baptifm, in

the hifior) of hSi^ oi in :iny exprels mention gf it in tlie N.w I'd'a-
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fuppofe that infant baptifm is not conne(Sled with tUe

fubject in difpute. I fuppofe, Sir, that it is particularl,y

connected j for it is entirely upon the fuppofition of its

validity, that you claim a, right to communicate with us.

Therefore, had you brought forward that teftimony

from fcripture which you inform us your * fide does not

fail of,' and had proved by example or prcctpt, (I mean
not hyftlent evidence, however) that infant baptifm was
of divine appointment, this would have ended the

whole difpute.* You cannot be infenlible that this ob-

jection has always been made on our part, and to me it

appears rational and important. I endeavoured care-

fully to ftate it in my other Piece, and as yours is faid

to contain an nnjnver to ity I did not expert it in this

way, that * you fliould neglecl to fay any thing

sbout it.*

It may be proper in the next place to attend to the

manner in which you anfwer a ra/e propofed in ray

other Piece. The cafe was plain, and I humbly
conceive quite to the point in hand. The fubftance

of the queftion was this ; Had Enoch, Noah, or Mel-
chizedeck, been contemporary with Mofes, would he
have permitted them to communion in the pafchal

fupper while uncircumcifed ? Or had Noah been pref-

ent when the tabernacle was erected, and had been

difpofed to have given the people a fermon, upon the

incarnation of the Son of God, and the righteouf-

iiefs of faith, of which that facred flructure was typ-

ical, v/ojld not Mofes and the people have cheerful-

ly heard him ? And yet the poiitive law of Jehovah
would have forbuldcn his partaking at the pafchal

feail.

ment. No man ever pretciidfd it " *' That if there be no diretfl evi-

dence for infai'.t baptilm from the hiftorical relation of fuds in the

New Ti. (lament, lureiy no argument agtinft it can be niatle our from

xhcfiUnc^' of the fcicri;d writers ia reference thereunto." Defence of Ii>

fant baptifm, p, 79, 85

* To admit that the fiicnce of fcripture refpct^ing any point in dif

pute affords full eviderce in its favour, appears to me as inutional as to

idmit the evidence <'f ti»e v/a!ch fct to keep the bc^dy of Jefus, -who

declartci tiiiii ?ds difcipit* iloif him away wnile -ratv sLtPi !
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To this you anfwer, < We fliall not difpute but that

Mofes would have admitted thofe ambafladors to preach ;

being convinced of their divine commiffion. Nor would
he have forbidden their partaking of the pafchal feaft,

had they been circumcifed, whether it were done in

infancy or adult age, before or after believing, with

a knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a (harp

ftone.'

Sir, did you think this would be confidered as an

anfwer ? It certainly will not. Inftead of looking the

argument fairly in the face, you have endeavoured quite

to evade it.

You agree that Mofes would have admitted thofe am-
bafladors to preach. The queftion then was, whether
he would have received them to the pafchal feaft,

while uncjrcumcifed } Inftead of a direft anfwer,

you reply, * Nor v/ould he have forbidden their par-

taking of the pafchal feaft had they been circumci-

fed.' True, Sir ; nor will your vi^flory coft you any
thing j for this point was never difputed. You pro-

ceed to remark feveral circumftances refpe£ling circum-

cifion •, but take particular care not to mention any
which would afFe<St the validity of the rite. Nor are

the cafes parallel between the circumftances mentioned,

and that of infant baptifm. This will fufficiently ap-

pear by what follows : as 1. * Whether it were done in

infancy or adult age,' no matter which ; for infants of
eight (lays old were exprefsly mentioned in the inftitu-

tion, aud they were commanded on that day to circum-
cife them j and repeated examples from fcripture prove
that it was done. Let the right of infants to baptifm
be as fairly made out, and the point will be given up.
2. Whether « before or after believing ;' this was en-

tirely immaterial. For the command was. And he that

is eight days old /Jjall be circumcifed amojig you, every man^
child in your generations^ he that is born in the houfe or

bought luiih money cf aiiyjiranger^ luhich is not cflhyfeed-^
muj} needs he circumcifed.^ It hence follows, that belie'i>^

ing was not required in the fubjedls for circumcifion,

nor yet that th^ parents Ihould be believers, for the

* Gen. xv'i. iS, 13-

O
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child of an idolatrous heathen, bought for a flave, had
as fair a claim to that inftitutio!!, as any of the believing

fons of Abraham. This cannot be faid of the gofpel

inftitution ; for when one faid, See here is water ; what
doth hinder me to be baptized ? The reply was, If
thou helievejl ivith all thine hearty tbou mayejl* And al-

though fome believing parents claim the privilege of

baptifm for their children, I do not remember to have
heard that any ever did for their fcrvants. Nor does

the benevolent dcclrine of infant baptifm make any pro-

vifion for the ill-fated infant, whofe parents are both
unbelievers. 3. Whether circumcifion were performed
« with a knife, a razor, a fcythe, a fickle, or even a fliarp

flone,* we acknov/ledge it equally valid, providing the

rite was performed. So likewife fhould we look upon
baptifm to be valid if performed in Jordan, in the

Tilery in a pond^ in a pool^ in a ciflerji, m Tifonty or in any
other place where water could conveniently be had fuf-

£cient to immerfe in.

But if you pleafe, Sir, we will vary the circumftances

a little. If inftead of performing the rite upon the

part appointed, a perfon had opened a vein in his arniy

cut off the end of his tocy his thumbs or the tip of his

right ear ; had either of thefe been performed with all

felie folemnities of the other rite, it cannot be fuppofed

that it would have been accepted for circumcilion.

And yet, perhaps, the diflimilarity is not greater be-

tween either of the fuppofed cafes and the commanded
rite, than between fprinkling and immerlion.

We will now take notice of what you obferve (p, 31)

You fay, * It has been difficult for us to fee the confift-

ency of your conduct, in refuting to commune at the

Lord^'^ table with our denomination ; while at the fame

tia-ie, you pra(Stically acknowledge our MiniPcers to be

authorized and qualified to preach the gofpel.' Th.at

we are perfe<ftly free from inconfiftency will not be pre-

tended •, nor do we think that a compliance with your

mode of communion, would free us from the charge.

Perhaps with our prefcnt different views, we cannot wil

iiiore confiftently than to follow the advice given by

* Adlb viii. 2^, J 7.
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the apoftle *, " Whereto we have already attained^ let

us walk by the fame rule, let us mind the fame thing."*

We have attained to an agreement in praying to the

fiime God and Father of all ; and alfo in preaching the

gofpel of his Son Jefus ChrijR:. But we have not at-

tained to an agreement with refpedt to the fubje^ts and

mode of baptifm ; nor in the vifible qualifications of

communicants for the Lord's table. How can two war^

together except they be agreed ? But muft we be

charged with inconfjflency, for net difagreeing in the

things we are agreed in, or merely becaufe we are

agreed in fome things, and r.ot in all ? li fo, we mult

patiently fubmit to the charge, until the happy time

comes wiien we ftiail fee eye to eye.

Although we do not think of clearing ourfelves of

inconfiftency, by cliarging your condin^lwith the fame j

yet it may not be improper here to inquire, whether

your conduct towards us in fom.e inltaiices, be quite

conirftent with your profcilions of friendilup in eftab-

lidiingyr^^ communion with us ? If you coniider as as

a branch of Chrift's church, with whom you would be

willing to enjoy Chriftian communion^ why do you re-

fufe to difmnfs and recommend your members to us,

when they are in good {landing in your churches, and

wifh to join ours ? I conclude. Sir, you are fennble

that this privilege has been generally denied, and this

reafon has been often affigned for the denial ; That to

difmifs a member to a Baptifi: church, would be to ac-

knowledge it a church of Chrift. But would you be

willing to com.municate with any who do not belong to

his church ? You certainly would not.

Permit me, Sir, to mention one thing more. Why
are your pulpits fo frequently denied to the Minifters

of our denomination ? Is it becaufe they are heterodox

in do^lrine, or vicious in their condu<Sl ? They are net

charged with either. Is it becaufe they may v;ant

literary accomplifhments ? This might be imagined,

were it not that thofe who poflefs them are often denied

as w^ell as others. Is it becaufe we do not communicate
with you at the table ? If you complain of our being

• Phil, iil 1 6.
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uncharitable in this> remember you are not to render
evil for evil j but contrariwife.*

Thefe objej^ions are not to be taken indifcriminately ;

no, many of our Psedobaptift brethren meet us upon th^

moft friendly terms j reciprocal love and efteem mingle
in our fociety \ and although we pretend not to have

dominion over each other*s faith, yet we become helpers of ons

Mtiotht;r^s joy.-\

SECTION X.

Several OhjeBions particularly anf'wered,'--—^The Suhje^
^* concluded,

OlRj I cannot do juftice to myfelf and the de-

homination to which I belong, without taking notice of

ii'veral charges which you have brought againft us. In

the firft place, you have charged me with * quoting

icripture* in a method calculated to miflead the ignorant

«nd inattentive *,' of « arrogancy and uncharitablnefs ;'

and of * having done great injury to the apoftle Paul.'

(Page 17, 35,38.)
The firft inftance of which you complain, is in the

following words ;
" Sincerity is not the term of com-

munion ; but being conformed to the apoftlcs* doiftrine,

and continuing ftedfaftly therein. Ads ii. 42." Upon
which you thus obferve ;

< From the manner of your

citing, or rather alluding, to this text, it would be nat-

ural to expe«Sl that upon examination we fliould find

rhe infpired writer defcribing the terms of communion.'

I conclude, Sir, upon examination this does abundantly

* Perhaps fome who have thus been denied, by their ' fincere* but

differing brethren, have been indulged with the fpacious temple of thctr

loyal Matter, and with much the f^me accommodations which he had.

Whilft * The Lord of lords and King of kings, is neither afraid nor

afhamed' to accompany them to fome friendly ^i^^aV, or to a humble

flatly refembling the birth-place of Immanuel ; and there bleffcs their

labours to the comfort and falvation of his people,

f a Cor i. 24.
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appear. Nor am I convinced, that the paflage is not

pertinent to the purpofe for whioh it was cited ; and

if it does not defcribe the terms of communion. I know
not of any one which does. < But (you fay) inftead of

this, we ^ud him fimply relating the conduct of fome

young converts, who had been already admitted to

communion.' But, Sir, do you not miftake ? He is

here defcribing the very manner in which thefe con-

verts were admitted \ and which fully (hows the « apoi^

tolic practice.'

But what is the account given of their proceedings ?

You anfwer, « Let us read the 4? 1ft and 4<2d verfes in

connexion.' Then they ivho gladly rc-cdived the ivord ivere

baptized ; and the fame day there were added unto ihem

about three thoiifandfouls. And they continuedJledfafliy in

the apojiles^ doEfrine andfelloivfhip^ and in breahing of breads

and in prayers. And were they not baptized until they

received the word ? No, they were not ; and were

they baptized and no others ? The fcripture is totally

* filent' as to any others. Nor did they join the body

of believers or church, until they received the woruj

and were baptized. You fay, ' They had already been

admitted to communion.' I would beg to know, where
you find any account of their having been admitted be-

fore this ?

You farther obferve, < That aay perfon of good dif-

cernment may fee, that in this text there is no appear-

ance of design to afcertain the terms of communion/
Let the defign be what it may, here is evidently afcer-

tained the apoftolic practice ; and the exa<fl manner,
ftep by ftep, in which they proceeded to comniuirlon.

The paiTage of fcripture which you introduce, as be-

ing fo very appofite to your mode of communion, and

on which you lay much llr els, is this v * Bf ye fol/ow.'rf'o'f

God as dear children' The * difcerning reader'will now
judge, whether in thi^ paflage there is any greater < ap-

pearance of defign, to afcertain the tern-js of commu-
nion,' than in the one which I alluded to. But, how-
ever, " If to be conformed to the apoftles' doctrine, and;

continuing ftedfaftly in it," be a dangerous practice, and
calculated to mifieadthe ignorant and inattentiv.e,' we.

o 2.
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flkOi^ld be glad to fee the danger pointed out, and a bet-

ter fyftem of dottriiife propofed for imitation.

In my other Piece, in anfwering feveral pleas in fa-

vour of free communion, I obferved that it had been
urged, " That the fcripture account of baptifm, was
left in fo much darknefs and ambiguity, both as to the

lubje<5ls and mode, that nothing certain could be deter-

mined." In remarking upon which I made the follow-

ing obfervatlon •, " It may be remembered that when
the talents were committed to the fervants to occupy,

the two who improved made no complaints ; the other

had a hard mafter, an auftere man, and a great many
difficulties flood in the way of duty." After making
your farcaftical paraphrafe upon my obfervation, you
bring forward your charge of « arrogancy and unchar-

itablenefs ;* to which it may be replied—The obferva-

tion was defigned entirely for thofe who make the

above plea *, and no one will feel himfelf injured by the

application, if he be not the character defcribed. And
however < arrogant and uncharitable' it may appear,

thus to blame the conduct of thofe who bring forward

the pUay fo long as they are conlidered only as fervants *,

it cannot be thought more foy than the plea itfelf, againil

Chrift our royal mafter.

To plead the want of fufficient light in the fcriptures,

as the reafon of our wrong fentiments, is indeed to im-

peach Chrift. " To fuppofe this, (faith Dr. Hopkins)

is a reproach on divine revelation, and the Author of it,

and an implicit denial that it comes from God."*
But laftly, you accufe me of having < done great in-

jury to the apoftle Paul.' If it be fo I ihall be forry

mdeed. But what have I done to the apoftle I Why
you fay, * You have quoted his words without any
appearance of regard to the connexion.' And what
then ? Is this injuring the apoftle .'' Are we never to

ufe the words of the infpired writers in any other fenfe

than what they did ? Do not the beft writers frequent-

'^ quote fcripture (by way of accommodation, or for the

fpke of the phrafe) without attending ftridlly to the

eonnexion .? In ihort, have you not frequently done it

* Ylil Syilcm, Vol. ii. p. ^•2)'
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ourfelf ? One or two of youi quotations will deter-

mine the matter. * As a man thinketh in his heart fo is

he.* Did you attend to the connexion here, and ufe

the words in the lame fenfe which the royal preacher

did ? It is evident you did not. Again, when you
would fix the charge of inconiiftency upon us, for re-

futing to communicate with thofe with whom you
fuppole Chrill communes, you can introduce the apoftle

Paul as exhorting the Baptifts, * to be follov.'ers of God
as dear children.' I fhall not fay that you have ' great-

ly injured the apoftle -,* but I hardly think that in the

pafiage above^ he had reference to our communicating
with ycu at the Lord's table.

The prdTage which I quoted was the following ;

»' Now we command you in the name of our Lord Je-

fus Chrift, that ye withdraw yourfelves from every

brother who walketh diforderly, and not after the tra-

dition which he received of us."* In applying this to

my brethren, I obferved, " It may be your duty to with-

draw from them whom you confider as not conformed
to the tradition of the apoltles, fo far, as not to partake

together at the Lord's table." No candid mind can be

at a lofs, as to the exact fenfe in which I ufed the apof-

tle's words ; nor can they think that I ufed the word
tradition abfoiutely in the fame fenfe which he did.

His words are quite in the imperative, mine in the mild

fuhiiinBive mood.

You have been pleafed to ftyle St. Paul an « eminent
peace maker ;' and have collected many palTages of fcrip-

ture to prove, that to this end < he nvas made ail things to

ail meuy (not for the fake of communicating with them,
but) * that he might by all means SAVE fojne.* But lliall

we, from the condefcending light in which you have
reprefented the apoftle, conclade^ that if he were among
the Baptifts, he would become a Baptift ; and fully ap-

prove of their mode of baptifm, and of their denying the

right of infants, while at the fame time he might know,
that the inftitution did not require theformer^ and that

it exprefsly enjoined the latter ? Or on the other hand,

if he were among the P^edobaptifts, Inall we fuppofe

• a Thcff. iii. 6.
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him one with them ; and that he would cordially ap-

prove of their mode of baptizing infants, when at the

fame time he might know, that neithery.v^V^??/ nor mode

were according to the inftitution ? Would fober reafon

venerate fuch a chara6ter as this ? No. It would look

upon liim as an unprincipled time-ferver.

To fuppofe that St. Paul would conform to every

party which he might occafionally be among, would be

to make him refemble that peculiar a?t'm^aly which par-

takes of the colour of every fubftance which it happens

to be upon ! I confefs, I form no fuch opinion of this

great apoftle's catholicifm ; but conclude, were he
among us, he would fay to thofe in the right, " Now
I pra'ife you, brethretiy that ye remember me in all things, and

keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to youT But to

thofe in the wrong, " iVijw in this that I declare unto youy

I praife you uotT*'

But wx' pafs on.

Secondly, To confider the charges which you exhibit

againft our fentiments. In your viith. part you proceed

to Ihow, what appears to you to be the natural tenden-

cy of our fentiments and pra<nice ; and finally conclude,

that they * tend to break up all churches, and to de-

ftroy all vlfible communion among Chriftians.'f If this

be the cafe, no wonder you are alarmed. But, Sir, you
mirtake. The churches of our denomination in

America, contain upwards oi Jxxty ih:ii[Lind members,

which hold vifible communion together : nor did 1 ever

know, that any atten\pt had been made on our part, to

deflroy the vilible communion of Chriftians in general.

And certainly, were our fentiments univerfally to op-

erate, they would unite in one great body all Chriftians.

to the ends of the earth.

* I Cor. XI. i, < 7.

f Although I have not wriften documents to prove, yet I have cred-

ible mforrriHtion, that a Conference or Countil was iome time fince

called at Weft Stockbridge, to advife, whether it were confident for the

two denominations in that ]>lace to build a church, and wa'k together.

It was unanimoutiy agreced in the nej^aiive. I'wo of the Paedobaptitl

Miniftcrs v/cre, Rev. Dr. V'/est, Rev. Mr. Camp. BaptiU;., Rev. Mclfrs.

WoRJKNj and BtooD,
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But you objedl again and fay, < Your fentiment and
practice tend to lead people to place the ejfence of religion

in the external obfervance of ceremonial inftitutions, to

the neglecH: of the weightier matters of the law/

This, Sir, is not true. For our fentiments carry the

fulleft demonftration to the contrary. It is a fa6t uni-

verfally known, that no perfon can be admitted as a

member in a Baptift church, let his externals be what
they may, without fufficient evidence that he has expe-

rienced a change of heart, and has become a real Chrif-

tian. We do not baptize perfons to make them Chrif-

tians, but becaufe we look upon them to be fuch already.

And it is well known, that a perfon cannot be accepted

with us, on account of lineal defcent from Abraham, or

any other believer ; nor by virtue of a pretendedy^J^r^/

holinefs \ nor can they make a profeffion by proxy or

fponfors ; but by their own voluntary aft. We never

baptize perfons out of our ordinary v/ay, w4iO are in

danger of death ; ner do we ever give the communion
to any who are unbaptized. How then can you poiii-

bly fay, with any appearance of modefty or jurtice, that

our * fentiments tend to lead people to place the ejftnce

of religion in the external obfervance of ceremonial

inftitutions ?'

You laliow this charge v;ith a number of ungenerous

reflections upon the Minifters of our denomination.

To make this appear, I would only afk ; Were I to

charge your Minilters with * taking up much of their

time in public and in private^ difputing about' infant bap-

tifm ; and fliould have the vanity to fay, they had bet-

ter * inculcate upon their hearers the nature and impor-

tance of univerfal benevolence, the duties of brotherly

love, juftice, mercy, and compailion \ to live ufeful lives,

ferving their generation by the will of God j* (as if thefe

v^ere almoft, if not entirely neglected •, and Ihould af-

fure them, that if they would fake my advice) * they

would do much more good in the world, appear much
lefs like the Scribes and Pharifees^ which they now re-

femble, * and much more like Christ and his Apos-
tles,' v/hich tve fo exadlly imitate ; would you not

think me juftly chargeable with < arrogancy and un&har"
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itcibh'tiefs ?' I leave the matter to your own feelings. A
word to the wife is fufficient.

Another thing you charge us with, is, that we lay an
* undue firefs"* upon tl>e ordinance of baptifm, or at lead

upon cur particular mode. This comes rather with an
ill grace, from one of a denomination, which evidently

make as much, ir not more of the ordinance than
we do.

But we will not reft the matter here, without a fair

examination. Do we inlift on baptifm in any mode, as

ejfential to falvation ? You allow that we do not. Do
we place it in the room of redeeming bloody and think that

by our immerlion we wafli away our fms \ No, you
acquit us from this alio. Do we look upon it as an in-

ftitulion of Chrift, which we are facredly bound to ob-

ferve } We do ; and fo do you. Do we look upon it

as an enjoined pre-requilite to communion ? We do ;

and fo do P^edobaptifts in general. But how does it

appear then that we lay an * undue ilrefs' upon it ^

Why you fay, * 1 verily fear /'—(quite a conclufive way
of arguing j but go on) ' I verily fear^ that with many,
a change in fentiment in favour of your opinion, has

been allowed great weight as an evidence of a real change

of hearth I wi(h, Sir, you had proved the matter, in-

ftead of fiiggCiTting your fears. But you add, * It has

been frequently mentioned by thofe of your denomina-
tion, as an evidence of great felf-denial, for a perfon to

be a Baptill, or to be plunged. And when I hear fuch

things^ it always excites fears in my mind.'—Sir, the

mere thoughts of a perfon's being plunged^ feems to

have ftruck you with a hydrophobia, and quite agitated

your mind !—But let us try calmly to examine the

matter.

It will probably be granted, that the time has been,

when it required fome degree oi felf-demal to be a Bap-

tift ; when the pen of the hiftorian, and the tongue of

the orator, were invidioufly employed, in reprefenting

us in the moft ridiculous and whimilcal light •, while

the pulpit thundered, and the prefs groaned with heavy

charges againft the daring innovators. At the fame

time, the civil laiu. added its tnild difcipline of cjcSfiortf
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hanijhment^ and profcriptioh. But thanks be to Heaven,

a milder morn has dawned upon us ; the crofs is

lightened, and we have few complaints of this kind to

make.
It may be proper now to confider, wh-^t Jlrefs has

been, and ?/, laid upon this ordinance, by Pxdobaptifts.

It was faid by our Saviour, " Except a man be born of

watery he cannot enter into the kingdom of God."
This paffage v/as very early expounded literally of wa-

ter baptilrn, and the confequence admitted, that no per-

fon could be faved without it. Hence all infants dying

unbaptizcd, inevitably perifhed.

In the year 416, a council was held at Mela in Nu-
midia, in order to cftablifh a law to compel Chriftians

to baptize their infants. They iflued twenty-feven

new commandments, among which are the following.

« It is the pleafure of all the bifliops prefent in this

holy fynod to order, 1. That whofoever faith Adam
was created mortal, and would have died, if he had not

iinned ^ be accurfed. 2. Alfo it is the pleafure of the

bilhops to order, that whofoever denieth that infants

newly born of their mothers are to be baptized, or faith

that baptifm is to be adminiftered for the remiffion of

their own lins, but not on account of original fin derived

from Adam, and to be expiated by the laver of regene-

ration ; be accurfed."*

In the reign of the emperor Charlemagne, a law was
eftablifbed, making it death for a man to refufe to be
baptized •, and a heavy fine was levied on the parent,

who did not have his chiid baptized within the year.

But as at firfi: they only baptized at two times in the

year, it was found that many died between ; to remedy
which, priefts were empowered to baptize at any time,

and in any place, in cafe of ficknefs. When it was re-

marked that a priefi was not ahvays at liand, new canons

* Vid. Concil. MiitviLan, in Rcbinfcn, " An honeft indignation,

(^fays a hiftori.n; rife.' at the found of fuch tyranny; and if a man
were dnv-n to the neccflity of cht-ofinji; oi e faint out of two candidates,

it would rot be Aullin, ic would l»e Saint Balaam, the fon of Bofor, who
indeed loved the wages of unrigliteoufnefs, as many other faints have
done; but who with all his inadnefs had rtfpeift cnrU[;h for the Deity

to Ly, Ho'U'fiul! I^urf: tib m Gcd haih ,!(.( cuijld."
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empowered him to depute others to perform the cere-

mony, and midwives were licenfed. It happened fome-

times, while the midwife was baptizing a child not like-

ly to live many minutes, the mother was negle<5ted artd

died. It was finally decreed, that any body, licenfed or

unlicenfed, a Jew, or degraded prieft, a fcuUion or felon,

might baptize.*

Let us now attend to an inftance of a later date.

About the year 1690, there were two difTenting Minis-

ters in Wapping. Hercules Collins, who taught a Bap-

tift congregation ; and Francis Mence, who taught a

congregation of Independents. Collins publilhed a

book of reafons for believers' baptifm, in which he ob-

ferved, among other things, that there was no " reafon

to baptize an infant under pretence of faviiig it ; for

that original fin was not waflied oiT by baptifmal water,

but by the blood of Chrift, and the imputation of his

righteoufnefs." Mence thought it his duty to guard

Jiis congregation from this error ; and he both preached

and printed, that this was " hifanUdanin'mg doBrine^^

** The principle (he faid) evidently excluded dear in^

fants from the kingdom of God, which was an auda-

cious cruelty ; fending them by fwarms into hell !'*

Collins attempted to explain himfelf, and vindicate his

docSlrine—but all in vain. The oppolition rofe to fuch

a height, that his life was endangered ; the ilrcets re-

founding with the cries of tender mothers, who Ihriek-

ed as they fold iifl;i, " There goes Collins^ who holds the

damnation of infants."f And all this becaufe he de-

nied the necelhty of baptifm to their falvation. But

the fentimcnts of the prefent day, next call for our at-

tention.

The form of fervice now in ufe among our brethren

©f the Epifcopal church, leads us to fuppofe, that they

afcribe quite as much efficacy to the ordinance as we
do. For they, immediately after baptizing, make the

following addrefs : " See-.ng, dearly beloved brethren,

that this child is regentratey and grafted into the body of

Chrift's church, let us give thanks to x\lr:iigl>.ty God for

* Robinfon's Hid. p. 427- And Primitive Chrifliaiuty, p. 191.

f Robinfon's Hillory, p. 476,
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theie benefits.—"We yield thee hearty thanks, moft

merciful Father, that it hath pleafed thee to r^^inerats

this infant with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him foi;

ih'ine own child by adoption^ And when tlie children are„

thought capable of catechetical inftruction, the catecliilt

thus interrogates ;
" Who gave thee this name ? My

Iponfors in my baptifm, wherein I was A5ai>e a ninr}'

ber of Chrift, a child of God, and an inheritor of the

kingdom of heaven."* Dr. Hopkins, when fpeaking

of the W;-ftminfter Catechifra, takes notice of this an-

Aver ; " Baptiun is a facrament, wherein the waildng

with water, in the name, &c. dothfignify andfeal our in'

g<'iifting into Chrift.—^This catechiim is received by the

church of Scotland, and by all, or moll of the Prefby-

terian and Congregational churches in England, Ireland,

and America j and taught to their children." He then

adds, " If bapdim iignifies and feals what it is here faid

to do ; then infants, when they are baptized, are vilibly,

or in the view of the church, ingrafted into Chnjty and
made partakers of the bleffings of the covenant of

grace/'t

Now, Sir, let us juft colledl thefe fcattered rays of

evidence to 2i focus,—To conclude that all who die un-

baptized eternally " periih j" to ^^ levy heavy fines" to

oblige parents to baptize their children j to " licenfe

even mid-wives to baptize, rather than it fhould not be-

done ; to »* curfe^' thofe who deny the neceihty of it to

the fnlvation of infants j to call the denial of it " injant'-

dammng docirine ;" to thank God that the infant by
h'^^\\ic\'\\s ^^ regenerated'^' to teach children to believe,

that in their baptifm.they were " made members of Chrifi^

itml children of God.p and that baptifm da'Cw fignify, and
** feal their ingrafting into Chrjl" and that they are

thereby made partakers of the blefiings of the covenant
of grace.

If, after attending to the evidence here exliibit-

ed, the charge againft us of laying an " undueflrefs"^
upon baptifin ihouid be continued ; the author of the
* Friendly X»etter' is modeftlyrequefted to produce proof

* Vid^. The office of public baptifm of infants, and tUe cat^cluiin.'

•^ Sy ftcm. Vol, ii. p. 394.

E
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froip the writings of the Baptifls to (liow, that they a4-

crii3e ny greater efficacy to it than their P'tcdobaptift

.brethren do.*

The laft thing which I (hall remark upon, is a * query*

whicli you fugged in the following words : ' May it

not be owing to the manner in whichy^/«f preachers of
your denomination have treated the fubjecl of baptifm,

that {o many profv^ffors of your fe6t have turned Dciflsy

Shakers^ Umve^faliHi^ Sec. ? ' Upon this I would briefly

obferve •, It is thought you would have acted more con-

fidently v/ith your title page, and other profeilions of

candour, that if you had known any inftances in which
ihe ftihjecl had Deeny^? treated, to have pointed them out

to the imprudent teacher, rather than to have call

rhe^^^r indilcriminately upon the whole denomination.

But, iSir, we cannot admit the fuppofed fa<Sl to be true.

Por although it may be difficult to determine the exac^^

numb r of Dcifts^ Shakersy and UniverfaViJls^ and what

their fentiments have heretofore been -, yet we think

ourfelves under ^s good advantages to know the date

of our churches, as any others can be : for we have an

annual correfpondence with them from the didriet of

Maine to the date of Georgia 5 and alfo with our breth-

ren on the other fide the Atlantic. Hence we are con-

fident, that if they principally originate from us, their

number mud be fmall.

Bat fliould it even be allowed, that a greater number
of our denomination had gone over to the above fenti-

ments than from aay other, will it hence follow, that

* It is a queftion with fome thinking perfons, whether to teach

chil'.ren to believe, that by baptifm they are " regenerated" and " iti-

grafccd into Chrift, and made partakers of the blellings of the covenant

©f grace," is apt liyijig an * undue ftreis' upon the ordinance ?— I will

adct the fentimcnt of a late writer " A virtttous profeflion," faith he,

" of rh'J Chriftian religion is f(»undcd in faich in Chrill, and from this

firtt element all after adidns naturally flow : but where, as in profiffing

irfaius, the primoidial element is not and cannot be, religion rifes on a

polU.vtum, or affumod proof. The lives of luch nominal Chriftians

give too much evidence, that they arc ChrilUans only by prepolTeflions,

and hen -e come innumerable errors, paifio is and vices Having no

reafons of their own for eit'icr faith or .iriue, they know notiiing of

tht rellgij ) wlacJ! they profefe, and avoi«k none of ch^ crimes it ty4S

iBkcndcd to deftioy.**
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it was becaufe they had once been * plunged all undei?

water?' Do you ferioufly think that one in thirty

would acknowledge, that any circaniftances conneded
with their being iinmerfed, led them to enibntce thofe

fentiaients ? It is doubted whether this would appear

upon exaoiination.

Yoa inform us that you < ui^geft this query without

any defign to reproach/ Sir, your Lhjlgn fall^ not

within our jurifdiction to judge 5 but x.\\q query it/elf^ we
are obliged to view as a groundlefs, illiberal relieClion.

If the caufe you are engaged in cannot be fupported

by fober faBsy founded on ratiojial evidtncef without

making ufe of fuch feeble auxiliaries as your own ^fearsy

fuggejUonsy and queriesy you will not think it ftrange if'

we (hould not become converts to your fentiments.

But you continue your fuggeftion and a{k, * Is it not

fuppofeable, that from the manner in which fome have

treated the fubjejSt of baptifm^^ thefe apoftates were iirft

led to fuppoie it a great attainment in religion, to be

plunged all under water? This fuppolition places the

whole of theie apojlates (as you call them) to our ac-

count : and that they were led on to this apoftafy

merely by wrong inftruciions refpe(fting baptifm. But,

do you know this certainly to be the cafe with any one
individual ? or with any conliderable number of them ?

If not, your fuppolition muft appear in an unfriendly

light, and < calculated to miilead the ignorant and in-

attentive.'

Yoa conclude your alarming defcription, by prefent-

ing them to the eye of imagination, as ^ now Jinking v^

the quickfands which border on final perdition ! Farh'

doras fatal box could fcarce contam more evils than you
attribute to baptifm by immeriion ! Enlightened reafon^

however, makes a paufe,—and aiks, Can it he Jo ? Hoafy
e:':perience inilantly comes forward, and alTerts that the

facl is known to be others ife.

O thou conJefcending Redeemer, is an humble imi-

tation of thy innocent example thus charged with lead-

ing ihe fatal way to infJehty^ and ' final perdition ?' Haft
thou not commanded us to follow thee ? and faid, " If

ye love me, keep my commandments ?"
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Sir, I liave now fini (lied my remarks upon your
Friendly Letttr^ and (IkiII only beg leave to add my liii-

cere wilhes for your proiperity in the caufe of truth ;

and that you m;\y be honoured as an inftrument in

bringing many Ions to glory. I now cheerfully fub-

mit the foregoing obfervations to the judgment of a

candid public. At the iame time hanibly imploring

the Father of mercies fo to overrule the prefent con-

troverfy, that truth may be lupported, error detected,

and the ordinances reiliored to their primitive purity :

that we may b^,;igreed, not only fo as to hold occafional

communion together, but according to the apoftle's de-

ilre, that we may he perfecJly joined to^ietber in the fame
tnindy and in ihe fame judgment ^ with refpe(5l to the

MODE and ORDER of gofpel inftitutions •, and that loe

ma'; all fpuih the Jhme thing. Then indeed, what the

prophet faw in viiion Ihall in a gofpel fenfe be accom-
plilhed ; The envy of Ephraim /hall depart ^ anu the auver"

faries of Judah fjall be cut off : Ephraim Jhall not envy

judah, and Judah /Jjall not vex Ephraim.'^ With joy we
anticipate the happy day, when in a peculiar fenfe, The

hoKV /hall be King sver all the earth : in that day there

Jhall be one Lord, and his name one /f Onefaith ! One

haptifin !% • His church, onA body ; and the luatchmen^

with regard to gofpel inftitutions,y2'^//y<'^ eye to eye ; and

5^11 di/puting ceafeforever.

While waiting the arrival of that happy period, iti

ftiail be m.y confiant prayer,

" If I am r^gbt, thy grace impart,

Me in the right to flay
;

If I am ivrong, O teach my lieart

To find tiiat/>t.'//fr waj."

*Ifai. xi. 13* •{ Zech. xiv 9. :| Eph. iv. 5>

In page 67, fecond paragraph, inftcad of the three firft lines, read as

follows:

—

If indeed it be evident from fcr-piute^ *' T/Jjt rone but fuch, vubo

are thus -vijib/yy and in ihe charitablejudgment vf the (hurthy bellevett" ^€.
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Dt^mcT OF MASiJicnimirrsy to witi

BE IT REMEMBERED, That on the tenth day of September, ifi

the thirty-firll year of the independence of ihe United States of
America, Ma n n f n c & Lo ring, of the faid diftrift, have depof--

iti^d in this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they chiim as

Proprietors, in the words following, to wit :-^*' The Baptifm ot Be*
lievcrs only, and th;'. Particular Communion of the Baptift Churches,
explained and vindicated. In Three Parts. The firll-—puhhfhcd ori-

ginally in lySc); the fecond-^in 1704; the third—an Appendix, con-

taining Additional Obfervations ;ind Arguments, with Siriftures on
feveral late Publications. By Thomas Baldwin."

In confonn'ty to the Aft of the Congrefs of the United States, enti*

tied, " An Act for the eiKOuragement of learning, by fccuring the

copies of maps, charts, and books, to the Authors and Proprietors of
ibrh copies, during the times therein mentioned ;*' and alfo to an Art,

entitled, " An Aft fupplementary to an Aft, entitled, 'An Aft for

the encouragement of learning, by fecuring the copies of map's, charts,

and hoots, to the Authors and Proprietors of fuch copies, during the

times th'. rein mentioned ;* and extending the benefits thereof to the

arts o"' de{igning, engraving, and etching hiftorical and other prints."

WILi.IAM s! SHAW, CkrA oj the Dijtricl 0/ Majjachujdii.
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APPENDIX,

SECTION I.

I.T is with a mixture of regret and pleafure, that

the Author of the enfuing work again refumes his pen
in this unpleafant controverfy. To be obHged to oppofe

the fentiments and practice of a body of Chriftians, fo

refpectable for their number, learning, and piety, and
for many of whom he entertains cordial fentiments of

friendfhip and Chriflian affe^lion, is matter of no fmall

regret. But he feels a degree of pleafure in believing,

that he is not influenced by an improper partiality for

a particular fe£l:, but with a laudable zeal for the honour
of Chrift, as Lawgiver and King in Zion.

The fubjedt oi particular communiony has at length be-

come the moft important article of difpute, between
the Baptifts and Piedobaptifts. The tatter urge thejr

objedlions with much addrefs, and feem determined ir

we will not give up this part of our praiSlice, to have n*
religious connexion with us whatever.

We have attempted, in a very plain, undifguifed man-
ner, to affign the true reafons of our conducl. Thefe
have been either overlooked, or deemed unfatisfa<Sfeory.

They on the other hand have laboured to convince us,

that the whole of our practice wherein we differ from
them, is unfcriptural, and oppofed to the true fpirit of

the gofpel. We have, with all the candour we could

command, endeavoured critically to examine and weigh
their arguments, but have not been able to fee their

conclufivenefs. Of courfe we remain unconvinced.
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It is a fact well known, that the Baptifl: churches

from time immemorial, have in general held and prac-

tifed, what is called clofe or parUciilan communion. That
is, they have refufed to comnnunicate at the Lord's

table with thofe whom they deemed unbaptized When
they were few in number, and unlverfally defpifed, this

was little complained of. It was fometimes jull men-
tioned in the clofe of a long catalogue of errors in this

way, " And beiide all this, they refufe to commune
with us."

We wifh not to attribute the unufual and increafing

oppolition that is made to our fentimentsin this particular,

to unworthy motives ; but we are at a lofs in fome in-

finnces how to account for it, on the principles of Chrif-

tian Uncerity. Can we fuppcfe, that thofe who unceaf-

ingly fcandalize our praiStice, and endeavour to repre-

fent our fentiments in the moft unfavourable light, are

iincerely defirous of conununicaiing with us at the

Lord's table } We certainly cannot, unlefs we fuppofe

them as inconfirient as they reprefent us. For wh?t
purpofe then, it may be afked, is this hue and cry fet up
about clofe communion ? It is believed by many, that

the true anfwer would be, becaufe it is known to be the

moft popular obje<5tion which can be urged againft our

fentiments. Immerlion has confefledly fo many advan-

tages over fprinkling, and the baptifm of a believing

adult to that of an unconfcious infant •, that little head
could be made againft a pra(Si:ice which has fo much the

appearance of being apoftolic, were it not for its con-

nexion with the *' tntichriftian" fcheme of clofe com-
munion.

Our Psedcbaptift brethren know '.;£ well as we, that

our particuhr communion is a natural confequence of

our itntiments refpecSiing bi^ptifm It is feen at once,

that the former is diredily connejfled with the latter \

yea, that it arifes out of it. But inftead of iipproving

of it upon tliis ground, they infer, that our views of

baptifm muft be wrong, or tliey would not produce fuch

unpleafant confecpiences. We are fatisfied that there

is fault fomewherc. Either they are. to blame for* re-

je^'mg ike ccunfd of God in not being bo^tizcd agreeably to
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the Inrtitution ; or we are, for not acknowledging them
to* be baptized when we verily believe they are not.

We think, however, we cannot be confniently blamed,
fr)r refufing to communicate at the Lord's table with

fuch as we deem unbaptized, efpecially by Tuch as them-
felves hold baptifm to be a pre-re<juiiite for that ordi-

nance. l>iis we confider to be precifely the ground
on which our Piedobaptift brethren ftand. We know
of none who ar^ elleemed foimtt in doctrine, and or-

derly in pradlice, who do not agree with us, in refu/ing

to communnicate with any perfoiis however pious and
amiable, until they are baptized.

There are fome indeed, to get rid of the difficulty in

the eafielr way pollible, who tell us, (but who never re-

duce their fentiments to practice) they could commune
with thofe who had never been baptized in any way,
provided they had fufficient evidence of their piety.

But we conclude the Pxdobaptifts in general, woufd
join with us, in rejecting a fentiment fo fubveriive of

gofpel order, and fay with the apoftle, " We have no
fuch cuftom, neither the churches of God."

If thefe obfervations be juft, they will bring us to the

true ground of the controverfy ; which is, not whether
we ought to communicate with unbaptized perfons,

but whether we ought not to believe that to be gofpel

baptifm which is adminiftered by fprinkiing only, and
to fuch fubjects as make no profeiTion of their faith ^

For.notwithftanding they conftantly blame us for refu-

fing them communion at the Lord's table, they do it

always upon the fuppofition, that they are baptized uS

well as we. We have repeatedly declared, that vre

could not confcientioufly believe them to be baptized,

according to the requirement of the inftitution. We
think our brethren ought to believe us. Our practice

fufficientlv demonftrates the lincerlty of the declaration.

For couii we with a good confcience recede from a

pradtice fo very obn )xio'is to other Chriliians, they cer-

tainly Hi. .ft fuppofe we fhould wiih to do it. Therefore
to cha r • us with iDlding the fentiment me:rly fr6nl

pan/ fp.iU, or with » view- to taak;^ -a f'-liifm irt the
body of believei- is both ungenerous and unjufi, W-e

cc-2
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folemnly declare, if we know the motives of our con*.

du£t, that nothing lefs than a confcientious regard to

what we beheve to be the will of God our Saviour

manifefted in his word, influences our praiStice in this

particular.

If we have been able clearly to comprehend and ftate

the fubjedl of the difpute, and to fliew where the dif-

ficulty lies ; the next queftion will be, What can be

done to bring the matter to a favourable iflue ? We
fee at prefent only two ways, in which this can be ef-

fedled. The firft is, for each party to drop the difpute

wholly, and to conclude his brother may be aChriftian,

though in fome points he may be erroneous. Each
concluding to retain their fentiments entire, until they

are convinced by the light of truth that they are wrong.
Determining like the Bereans to fearch the fcriptures,

and fee if thefe things are fo ; and in the mean time to

unite in every thing in v/hich they are agreed, in aid-

ing the comjnon caufe of our glorious Redeemer.
Should the above be rejected, we conceive the only

remaining way will be, for each party to bring their

whole ftrength to the conteft, and determine to coriquer,

or be conquered.

The former pf thefe, is certainly the moft pleafant

and deiirable ; and if it can be thought practicable

ought to be purfued. What real objection can there>

be to a practice which approximates to that charity which,

believeth all thirigSy hop&th all things ? What objedlion \

a very ferious one, fays my Pxdobaptift brother ! Youi

refufe to admit me to your communion table *, and tlii^

you pretend to do, becaufe you fay I am not rightly bap-

tized. You therefore evidently " confidcr me as one of

the antichrijlian world." And by thus treating me,
** you place me without, ^vhere are dogSy andforecrcrs, and

luhortnrjvgersy and murderers y and idolaters, and ivhojjevcr

loveth andniaheih a lieT* No, my dear brother, you in-

fer too haftily. We do not confider you as " one of the

afitichrijlian luorldy' but as a dear child of God : yet we
•feriouily think you are in an error refpedling baptifra.

We can by no means bring ourfelves to believe, that

• Vid. Mr. Auftin's Letters, p. 5, 8.
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to be a Chrlftiaji, and to be baptized, are pr«cifely the

fame,thing. You feem to fuppofe, that we lay an un-

due ftrefs upon baptifm. But is it not evident that you
lay much more ? For the want of it, wholly unchrif-

tianizes a perfon in your view : in ours, it ocly proves

his obedience defeOive, without impeaching his motives.

We fuppofe that blindtiefs in part ha 9, happened to kim, but

do not determine his heart to be prevailingly wicked.

The want of baptifm can take no more from a man,
than the polTeflion of it could add to him ; for if bap-

tifm alone would not make him, a Chriftian, then the

want of it cannot wholly unchriftianize him. Befides,

if you have that charity which bearelb all thitigs-, and
which endureth all things^ will it not enable you to hear

lii'iih us a little in this folly * if indeed you efteem it tp

be fuch ?

Should we not all a(St much more in character as

Chriftiuns, to unite in every point of truth in v/hich -we

are agreed, rather than to treat each other with fuch

unchriftian indifference, merely becaufe we are not

agreed in every thing ? No, replies another Paedobaptift

brother, all your profefiions of friendlhip are of no
avail, {o long as you " withhold communion from us,

thereby treating us as unciirilliened heathens, aliens

from the church and covenant of God."f My dear

Sir, you do not do us juftice. Your inference is the

moft unfavourable that could be made. We certainly

mean no fuch thing by the practice which you repre-

hend ; nor can we fee that it neceffarily implies what
you infer. Is there no other pcflible way in which we
can manifeft'our Chriftian afte61ion to each other, un-

lefs we meet at the fame communion table ? If the

members of a particular church have no other way of

expreffing their love to each other, than at periodical

feafons to meet together at the Lord's table, we muft
conclude they are unacquainted with many of the prin-

cipal advantages to be derived from tho Chriiiian pro-

fellion.

The fcriptures lead us to conceive that this myjiic rit£~

was deiigned by our blelTed Saviour to repreieiit h^

* a Ctxr. xi. X. f Dr, Ofgood's Difc. on Baptifnij p. 10.
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death, and as an exprellion of our hope of interefl: in it

;

and fo, by confequence, to be or,e token of Chrillian fel-

lowfhip. But how many thoufands of Chriflians there

are of the fame denomination, who have fellowfliip with
eaxrh other, but who never did, and perhaps never will,

meet together at the fame facramental table.

It is fully believed that a confiderable proportion of

the two denominations are agreed in the moft important

articles of the Chriftian faith. It is hence certainly ^e-
lirable they fhould unite their efforts to advance this

beft of intereils, and to oppofe the enemies of our com-
mon falvation.

~ Many of our brethren tell us, they have long ardent-

ly defired this union among all real Chriftians :—but ;—but what ? Why we have, fay they, one very im-
portant objection ; you will not admit us to communion
with you. Suppofmg we cannot confcientioully ; what
then .? Why then, we think it beft to have no religious

connexion witli you whatever. Well, if it muft be fo,

it m.uft. But admitting we are in an error in this par-

ticular, is it of fuch a nature as actually to forbid all

Chriftian intercourfe with us ? We really believe you
to be in an error as it refpe6ts both the fubjecis and the

mode of baptifm. We are willing to allow you to form
the fame opinion of us with refpect to our terms of com-
munion

; (for it muft be remembered that you can readily

overlook all the reft of our errors, if we would only
confent to free communion) now what detlllon can it

be fuppofed an impartial judge would pafs upon our
difference of opinion on thefe points ? Would he not
rationally conclude, that all who are in heart friendly

to the Ijord Jefus Chrift, and who agree in the effentiai

articles of the ChrilHan faith, ought cordially to unite

their endeavours to build up the caufe of the dear Re-
deemer ? Here we think we are willing to meet our
brethren, and leave every thing of lefs moment to tiie

light of truth to adjuft. Who then are the blameable
caufe of the prefent difunion .? Attempts will undoubt-
edly be made, to lay it at the door of the Baptifts :

yea, it is already placed to their account. For, lays a

Rev. Pa;dobaptifi brother^ ** Were they ec^ually liberal
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and candid, (as we are) the unity of thefpint in the bond

ofpeace might be preferved, and all clamour, ftrife, and
divifion, liappily prevented. Upon whom then, does
the guilt of thefe evils lie ?"* We are unwilling to

bear the blame, if we can honourably clear ourlelves

of it
J
and we are determined to make an effort to that

purpofe.

In meeting our brethren on the ground above ftated,

we think we meet them fairly. We alk no relinquiih-

ment of lentiment on their part. We admit them juft

us they are. But in propofing to unite with us, they
inlift upon our giving up an article which is interwoven
with every purt of our ientiments as Baptifts. The im-

partial will hence judge which party is juftly chargeable

with the want of candour.

If our brethren are determined on this point, that

they will have no religious connexion with us, nor fellow-

fhip us as members of the houfehold of faith, unlefs

we give up our particular communion, we think we have

a right to expe£> from them fatisfadory proof of one of

the two following articles. Namely,

Fivfl, That baptiim is not, by the order of the gofpel,

required as an indifpenfable pre-requiiite to a vilible

ftanding in the church of Chrift, and confequently to a

participation at the Lord's table. Or,

Secondly. That neither a vilible profefficn of faith,

nor an immerfion in water, are eiTential to gofpel bap-

tifm.

We think we have a right to expecl them to furnifn

proof on one of thefe points, or ceafe to blame us for

our limited communion. We fee no way at prefent

how we can give up the former, or admit the latter,

without violating our own confciences. And yet every

perfon of common difcernment muftr fee, that we prac-

tically admit one or the other^ by uniting in free com-
munion with fuch as we deem unbaptized.

Will our brethren, who charge us with being rc//-

traBid m our views, attempt to prove, that believers in

the apoftolic age were admitted to communicate to-

gether at the Lorcrs table, without firil fubmitting to

• J)r. Ofgcod's Difc. p. ii.
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baptlfm, as a prior inftltution ? We think they will not.

An attempt of this kind would have to encounter not
only the fcripture hiftory, but the univerfal fentiment
and practice of Chriftians of all denominations, from the

commencement of the gofpel difpenfation, down to thp
prefent day : we hence conclude none will undertake
it. As the fubje<Sl in difpute has not, as we recollect,

been aflumed on this ground, we fiiall not at prefent

attempt to adduce arguments to oppofe it* We ihall

therefore take it for granted, until fome one attempts to

prove the contrary, that the two denominations are

agreed on this point.

The queftion in difpute may be reduced then to this

iingle point : Whether thofe who have only heen/prhtk-
led in hifcwcy^ before they had any knowledge of good
or evil, and confequently before they were capable of
profefling faith in Chrift, are to be confidered as bap-
tized perfons, (and hence duly qualified for communion
at the Lord's table) according to the divine inllitution ?

To this queilion, the Baptifts give their decided nega-
tive. They have uniformly iniifled, that none have a

right to the inftitution, but fuch as profefs to believe

•with all the heart.* It alfo appears clear to them, that

any application of water, fhort of an entire immerlion,
or bathing of the whole body, cannot be conlidered as

gofpel baptifm. The Paedobaptifts take the oppofite

fide of the queftion, and attempt to prove the right of
infants to baptifm, not from New Teftament authority,

but from the covenant of circumcifion made with Abra-
ham and his feed ; and from t\\Q famenefs of the Jewifh

and Chriftian churches. They alfo attempt to juftify

fprinkling, or any partial application of water for bap- .

tifm, principally on the ground that the inftitution is

delivered in fuch indefinite language, that nothing more
can be pofitively determined, than that water in the

name of the facred Trinity is fome how or other to be

applied.

From this plain flatcment, the reader will readdy

perceive the different ground the parties take, ajul will

* >\(Jls vui. 37.
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be able, it is hoped^ in the fequel, to determine fatisfa<n:o-

rily which fide has the fupport of truth.

That we may avail ourfdves of all the Hght which

our opponents have to offer in favour of the above fen-

timents, we fhall begin with an examination of their ar-

guments in fupport of them.

SECTION 11.

The Argumentsfor Infant Metnherfhip in the Gcfpel Churchy

inferredfrom the Covenant of Circumcijton, cotiftdered,

1 HE covenant of circumcifion is a general topic

reforted to by nearly all the advocates for infant bap-

tifni. Few have attempted to defend it as having de-

rived its authority entirely from the New Teftament.

Hence when you a(k a Pssdobaptift for his warrant for

Infant baptifm, he will at once refer you to the xviith.

chapter of Genefis, and repeat a part of the covenant

of circumcifion
\

(for it muft be obferved, that Psedo-

baptifts claim no intereft in the greater part of that cov-

enant, any more than the Baptifts do*) Here he will

inform you, that God was gracioufly pleafed to make
a grant in favour of the infant feed of the Jewiih pa-

triarch, and promifed that the blefling of Abraham
^ould come on the Gentiles through faith. The fame
grant, he will tell you, fecures to the offspring of every

believer the right of admifiion to the gofpel church and
its privileges. As if this ftatement were an unequivocal

anf\ver to your inquiry, you may expect him to turn upon
you with an air of aflurance, and demand of you cate-

gorical proof, when and where this rite of infants was
ever vacated P

But it muft be obferved, that this is taking for

granted the very point in difpute ; i. e. That infants

have a right to gofpel baptifm, becaufe infants under the
law had a right to circumcifion. That the male off-

fpring of Abraham, and of his natural feed, and of his
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fervants and their feed, were proper fubje<5ls of the rite

of circumcifion, no Baptift we believe ever difpiited.

But, that the partial rite of infants (for it was only fuch)

under the legal difpenfation, Ihould, without any renewal

of the grant or other intimation, fecure for them gener-

ally a right to baptifm under the gofpel difpenfation, is

an inference that cannot be admitted without proof.

This proof is what the Baptifts have long aiked for,

but have never yet been able to obtain. The agreement

between thefe two difpenfations will be more particu-

larly confidered under the next head.

Our bufinefs at prefent is, to examine the evidence

in favour of infant memberXhip in the Chriftian church,

as founded and refting on the covenant of circumcilion

.

Palling over for the prefent, God's covenant with Abra-

ham, wliich contained the promife of the Meffiah, and

the blefling of the Gentile nations in him, we fliall pro-

ceed immediately to the confideration of this covenant.*

In the xviitli. chapter of Genefis this covenant is re-

corded at large. The feveral articles of it may be enu-

merated and diftingulflied as follows.

Art. I. / luill mahe my covenant hctivecn me and thee^

AND WILL MULTIPLY TIIFE EXCEEDINGLY, Gen. Xvii. 2.

The promifiory part of this article refpe£led the nat-

ural offbpring of Abraham, and nothing more, as appears

by numerous other paffages of fcripture, as well as the

one before us : unlefs it fliould be thought that Abra-

ham's natural feed was typical of his fpiritual. The
promife in this article has been literally and extenfively

fulfilled

Art. II. Behold my covenant is with thee^ and thouJhalt

he a F/iiHER OF MANY NATIONS, ver. 4,5.

The fulfilment of this part of the covenant is ealily

traced in the facred hiftory. A number of diftin^l na-

tions did arife from the feed of Abraham, fome of which

remain to the prefent day. There is nothing in this

article which points us dire6lly to the church of Chrift.

The utmoft that can fairly be made out, will be only a

typical reference.

* Ai Ihls covenant wa, called by a New-Teftamcnt Martyr the cov-

enant of circumciiGon, \ve !<now of at) better name bjr which to c»il it
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Art. III. The third particular promifed on God's

behalf to Abraham, was, not only that he fhould be the

Father of a nmnerouSi but of a royal race. And kings

SHALL COME OF THEE, VCr. 6.

This refpe(Sted not the church of God, as fuch, under

any difpenfation ; but the natural offspring of the pa-

triarch. Nor is there any difficulty in tracing the lit-

eral fulfilment of this part of the covenant. If we ex-

amine the hiftory of lihmael, Abraham's firft-born, or

the family of Ifaac, the immediate heir of promife, we
ihall find kings in abundance did fpring from Abraham.
The account which has come down to us in the facred

pages, refpe6ling thefe nations and their kings, furnifhes

inconteftable proof, that by far the greateit part w^ere

very wicked, and many of them grofs idolaters. View
them collectively or lndividually,and you will fcarcely be

able to trace a typical refemblance of that church, which
Jefus Chrifl: fet up, under the new difpenfation ; much
lefs the church in an organized gofpel ftate.

Art. IV. / ivill ejlahlijh my covenant between me and
thee, and thy feed after thee, in their generations, FOR AN
EVERLASTING COVENANT, TO BE A GOD UNTO THEE
AND TO THY SEED AFTER THEE. AnD I WILL GIVE

UNTO THEE AND TO THY SEED AFTER THEE, TME
land WHEREIN THOU ART A STRANGER, ALL THE
LAND OF Canaan, for an everlasting possession,

AND I will be their God, ver. 7, 8.

As this part of the covenant contains the great prin-

ciple, from whence our Pa^dobaptift brethren draw their

main arguments, we will endeavour to examine every
part of it carefully.

Here are two leading ideas in this article. The firft

is, God's promife to he a God to Abraham and his feed.

The fecond, to give them the land of Cana.m. This cove-

nant, taken collectively, is called an everlajling covenant ;

and the grant of the land of Canaan, an everlajiingpoffeffton.

Whatever bleffings were included in this covenant, or
granted by this pofTeffion, all were conveyed by the fame
tenor. The fame words ofperpetuity are affixed to each.

That God has long fince by his prophet pronounced
t Loammi upon that people,* and by his righteous prov-

• Hof. i. 9.
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idence rejected them from all fpecial vifible relation to

him, can no more be denied, than that he has fufFered

them to be driven out, and difpofleired of the land of
promife.

We will now proceed to inquire more particularly

^vhat was promifed in this everlafting covenant.* The
language is, 1 luill ej7abli/]j 7ny covenant^ &c. to he a God
unto thec^ and to thy fad after thee. The queftion is, what
did God engage by this promife ? ** Every thing," lays

one, " that a God of mercy can beftow upon fallen

creatures, for time and eternity." Indeed this is a gen-

eral poftulatum, taken by the writers on that fide of the

controverfy. But is it correct ? Will they be willing

to abide by all the confequences, which will unavoida-

bly follow fuch a fuppolition ? When God faid, / ivlll

he a God to thee, and to thy feed^ " the promife is as much
to the feed, as to Abraham," fays a zealous advocate

for infant memberfhip.4: Very well. But what was

engaged in this promife ? Was it a promife of abfolute

faving bleffings ? If not, we are difputing about noth*

* Some pcrfons appear to lay an undue flrefs upon the v/ovAevarlcfp-

i>nr,,wluc.h is annexed to this covt^nant, as thcuigh it were a peculiar

ihuiadKriilic of it. Whatever ideas wc attach to this expreflion, \vc

ccrtiiiily ought to explain it correfpomlent to iadl, to the a«ilual ftate

of thiiijifc.

The word everlafting to us. does not appear peculiar as- applied in tfae

cafe belorc us. It is frequently ufed with refpc6l to other covenants.!

It has a threefold application as conntdled with this covenant. The
firft: i^ general. Jt is called an evcrl:irtiri<^ covenant. The poficflion

of the promifed hind, an everlafting poffeflion. The mark left upon

the iubjciflj' of this blcody rite is thus exprtlTtJ ; My covenant fhall be

in your Jlijh for an eiu'iLiJlirg coi'tnant. Our brethren very tenaeioufly

retain the lirft of thcfe, but have no difficulty in difpenfmg with the

two laft. To us they appear fo entirely conncvfled, that wc are led to

confid^n- them all of the fame import. Yea, it appears to u» that the

two iitlter are excgetical of the former. At lead, no part of the cove-

nant can, by fair conftruftion, be carried to a greater extent of time,

than the mark of circumcifion in the flefli, and the poffeflion of tlie land

of Canaan, both of which are faid to be cverlafliug. Hence we fee,

that, two parts of this covenant called everlafting have come to an end,

while in one inftance the expreflion is retained, for tlxc purpofc of aid-

ing infant baptifm.

f See Lev. xxiv. 8. xili. 17. % Sam. xxill. 5, &c.

t I^lr, P. Edwarday p. r
7.'
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Vv^e (L^iil take the liberty to ftate a few queries, in

order to throw light on the fubjedt.

lir. Did this promife, to be a God to Abraham's feed,

refpect i\is natural or fpiritual {eed ? li the former, then

the Gentiles cannot be included, for this plain reafon>

they are not his offspring. If the latter, none but be*

iievers can be interefted ; for no other are the fpHtual

feed of Abraham. In cither cafe it fupports no claim in

favour of the unbelieving children of the Gentiles.

2d. Was this promife abfolute .'* or was it conditional ?

If abfolute, (and it contained the faving bleffings of

redemption) will it not prove that all the dei'cendants

of Abraham to the lateft period of time will be faved ?

We think this will unavoidably follow. But this proves

too much, becaufe it proves againft fact, and fo deftroys

itfelf. If we are to confider this as a conditional promife

of falvation, it will oblige us to inquire,

3d. What were the conditions on which its blelHngs

were fufpended ? Were they any thing fhort of faith

and repentance ? If fo, it could not be a promife ex-

tending to all Abraham's poflerity containing eternal

life -, for none but penitent believers have any fuch

promife made to them. Nor will imy others, let them
defcend from whom they may, ever ihare in the liiial

bleffings of redemption.

4th. Whatever elfe might be contained in the prom-.

ife made to Abraham and his feed in this covenant, if it

did not contain an abfolute promife of eternal life, it is

urged againft us in this controverfy to no purpofe ; and
muR: in that cafe be acknowledged to be elTentially dif-

ferent from what God has promifed to believers. God's
piomifes refpe6ling his believing people are abfolute.

They are not yea and nay -, hut yea and amen to the glcry

of God by us. He that heareth my luordsy faid Jefus, and
heliewth on him that fent me^ hath everlajiing life^ andJJjall

NEVER COME INTO CONDEMNATION.*
5th. If all Abraham's defcendants, through evei-y pe-

riod of time, are not faved with a complete and everlaft-

ing falvation ; will it not prove beyond a reafonable

doubt, that God promifed no iuch thing, in his engagc-

* Jchn V. 24.
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merit, to be a God to Abraham and his feed ? We
think that none, unlefs they are Univerfalifts, will have
the madnefs to fay, that all the natural offspring of
Abraham have been, or will be faved. Nor will any
impioully dare to charge God with a violation of his

promife.

6th. If it (hould be faid, that God did not engage
abfolutely to fave all Abraham's pofterity, including the
fon of the bond-woman, the fix fons of Keturah and
their defcendants ; Efau, Achan, Korah, Dathan, and
Abiram, with all that unbelieving race, whofe carcafles

fell in the wildernefs ; but that he only engaged to fave

fuch as trufred in, and obeyed him ; this would be a

complete abandonment of the argument -, for it

would place fuch as claim intereft in the covenant of

circumcilion exa<5lly upon a level with all others. God
has engaged to fave all others who reverence, worfhip,

and obey him ; though Abraham he igfiorant of themy and
Ifrael acknonvleilge them not.* We have no difBculty in

believing, that all who are truly pious, whether circum-

cifed or uncircumcifed, baptized or unbaptized, will be

faved.

7th. We muft be allowed to query once more. If

God has not promifed falvation abfolutely to the feed of

Abraham generally, including all the unbelievers of

that nation ; can the promife be fuppofed to make any

better provillon for the unbelieving feed of Gentile be-

lievers ^ It certainly cannot. For if God fpared not

the natural branches becaufe of ufibelief it can hardly be

fuppofed that Gentile unbelievers, whether young or

old, can have any real intereft in, or union to, the True
Vine.

If the reader can keep in mind the above queries,

and can without prejudice allow them their proper

weight, he will want much more than mere aflertion to

fatisfy him, that the inf;mt feed of believers have a right

to memberlhip in the gofpel church, in confequence of

the promife made to Abraham and his feed in the cov-

enant of circumcifion.

* Ifn. hiil i6.
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Could we believe with our brethren, that the

above promife made to Abraham and his feed, has de-

fcended in the tullefl: extent to Gentile believers and

their feed, the preceding queries would prefent the

fame difficulties in this application of it, as in tlic for-

mer. It would in this cafe be extremely natural to afk,

What has God promifed to the children of Ps^dobaptift

believers, m-^re than to the children of other believers l

Has he promifed falvation to any while impenitent, on
the account of the piety of their parents ? or merely

becaufe they have been baptized ? It muft be anfwered

in tlie negative.

From thefe different viev/s of the fubje(5\, the argu-

ment feems to be verging to a point ; and this will be

the only juft conclufton, He that helievetb^and is baptized,

whether defcended from believing, or infidel parents,

Jhall befaved ; and be that believeth twty however pious his

anceftors,y^r/// be damned. Thefame Lord over ally i? rich

unto all ivho call iip:n him : for there is no refpecl cf per--

fofis luith God,

In attempting to accommodate this covenant with
its diilinguiOiing inftitute, to the ftate of the Gentile

church under the gofpel ecanomy,'we meet with diffi-

culties at every ftage. We are obliged to pafs through
a long train of analogical and inferential reafonings,

which few perfans are competent to, in order to find a

'plain gofpel inftitution, equally defigned for men and
^omen of all nations and capacities ! But for what is all

this labour ? Is it not to fupport a tradition which has

no foundation in the word af God, nor in any authen-

tic hiftory of the primitive apoftolic church ? Does it

not appear much more natural and fafe to goforth by the

footjleps of theflock ; following our good Shetherd in

his own example ; remembering) tliat 'whc7i he putieth

forth hts ownfheepy he goeth before thdm ?

We think it has been made fufficiently plain in the
preceding remarks, that if the covenant promife to

Abraham's feed refpe<5ted his natural feed, none of the
Gentiles can be interefted in it. If it refpecled his

fpiritual feed, none but believers can be interefted ; for

no others, in the language of the New Teilament, are

R 2 •
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confidered as tlie children of Abraham. Hence we fee

nothing to fupport the claim of infants, to memberihip
in the gofpel church.

But Ihould we admit the premifes laid down by our
Pjedobaptift brethren, will they confent to abide the
fair legitimate confequences of their own arguments ?

We very much doubt It.

Their ftatemeat, if we underOand them, is this; That
believers and their offspring under the prefent difpen-

fation, ftand in the fame covenant relation to God, as

Abraham, and his offspring did, under the former.
And that they are under the fame obligation to baptize

their children, that Abraham and his pofterity were to

circumcife theirs. Let us now bring the matter to trial.

By what authority did Abraham prefume to circum-
cife the males of his houfe ? By the undoubted author-

ity of God. Here it follows ; A?id God/aid unto Abra-

haftty thou [halt keep my covenant^ therefore^ thou and thy feed

after thee in their getitrations. This is my covenant wuhich

yefJjall keep between me and youy and thy feed after thee ;

every man-child among youfhall be circunicfed. And yeJJjull

circumcife the flcfh of yourf^rejkin^ and it fjall be a token of
the covenant betwixt me and you. He that is eight days old

fhall be circumcifed among you ; every man-child in your gen-

i'rations ; he that is bought with thy money of anyJlranger

that is not of thy feed^ He that is born in thy hoifey and he

that is bought with thy money mufi needs be circumcifed :

and my covenantJball be in yourpfbfor an everlasting
COVENANT.*

Here we fee, that Abraham was obliged to circumcife

all the males of his houfe, whether old or young, with-

out the leaft regard to their moi-al qualifications. No
previous declaration of faith and repentance was re-

quired, either in adults or infants. If this be indeed
<« the great charter of all our privileges,'* and the very

law on which houfehold baptifm depends \ we alk, and

afk ferioufly, ought not our brethren to pra<Stife ac-

cording to it in its full extent, if they would be con-

fiftent ? The patriarch not only believed, but obeyed.

In the felfsame day was Abraham circumcifedy and IJh^

* Gcii. xvii. 9— 14.
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mael his foti^ and all the men of his houje^ horn in his houfs^

and bought nvith money of theJlt'anger^ ivere circumcifed

-luith him.* Do Picdobaptifts adminifter baptifm to the

fame extent as Abraham did circumciiion ? Is it ufual

with them to baptize not only the children of a faniily,

but all the domeftics, upon the faith of the mafter, or

head of the family ?

The argument by which the right of infants is fup-

ported is this, " a precept once in force, and not lim-

ited to any certain period, is ever after to be confidered

in force, unlefs known to have been repealed by the
fame authority by which it was given."f We afk, and
hope we fhall have a fair and candid anfwer, if fuch
an one can be given. When, and where has the right

of fervants as diftinguKhed from that of children been
repelled ? If the right of children to memberlhip refts

on this covenant, is not the right of fervants com-
pletely fecured by the fame ? This we are equally
bound to believe as the former, until it can be Ihown
to the contrary.

How many men-fervants Abraham had at the time
circumciiion was inftituted, we know not ; but fome
time before he had three hundred. Probably as many,
or more at this time. All, were they more or lefs,

were circumcifed. But would it not be a very novel
fight to fee one of our fouthem planters baptized, and
all the flaves on his plantation in the fatiie day. If they
were all true Chriftians, it would be a blefled light in-

deed *, but not otherwife.

This argument will probably be very unpleafant to
our opponents, but we appeal to them, and to a candid
public, whether it is not correal, and whether it caa
bo fiiirly evaded ? If the covenant of circumciiion will,

by fair confl:ru(rtion, fupport the right of infants to
memberfhip in the gofpel church, we verily believe,

and we muft contend, that the right of fervants can be
fupported by it to the fame extent.

2. A fecond confequence arifing from the premifes
laid down by our brethren is, that infants, if admitted to
baptifm, have an undoubted right to all the other priy-

Gen. xxiL 16, a;. f Mr. S. Worceaer's Difc p. j6.
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ileges of the gofpel church. It is conceived that no
reafon can be affigned, why a pciTon who is qualified

for one ordinance, is not equally qualified for another.

No diftin<ri:ion has been made under any difpenfation.

Circumcifion was the principal qualifying pre-requifite

for communion in the pafchal feaft, and for all the
privileges of complete memberflup in the Jevvifh church.

Under the gofpel difpenfation, They that gladly received

the ivord ivere baptized ; added to the church, and then
united in breaking bread. Do Pjcdobaptifts admit all

fuch as they baptize in their infancy, to a participation

in all the privileges of the Chriftian church ? It is well

known they do not : and yet confiflency moft plainly

requires^-it.

That we reafon fairly, and agreeably to the views of
Pxdobaptifts themfelves, the following quotations will

abundantly fhow. " Circumcifion," fays a late writer,
«< was formerly the appointed pre-requifite of ndmijfton to

the church of God ; baptifm is now the appointed pre-

requifite of admiflion to the fame church. In a word,
baptifm is of the fame import, and of the fame ufe in

the church under the prefent difpenfation, as was cir-

cumcifion under the ancient."* Says another, " by this

fignificant rite (circumcifion) they were dedicated to

God, and dijiinguijhedfrom the rej} of the ixrorld, as his

church and pecple.^^\ According to thefe gentlemen,
and we believe they are correal in this, baptifm rs the

appainted medium of introduction into the Chriliian

church. (It is hoped that the reader will remember
this, as we Ihall probably have occafion to make fome
further ufe of it by and by.) But how glaringly in-

confiftent muft their condu6l appear when compared
with their reafonings \

In order to carry a point againft the Baptilts, they
inlifi: upon it that their baptized infants are church
members. But their practice tells every body, that

they believe no fuch thing. We appeal to common
obfervation. Do they conftantly bring their children

to the communion table .'' Do they maintain any
church difcipline over them .? Are they permitted to

« Mr. S. Wbrcefter's Dlfc. p. ji, 54. f Dr. Ofgood.
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vote and a£t in church matters ? Are there any inftan-

ces in which the profane and licentious have been the

fubjciSls of church cenfure ? A lilent negative mud be

given to all thefe queftions. From the general conduct

of the churches that hold infant baptifm, a candid

mind would naturally fuppofe, that the memberlhip of

infants, if it ever exifted, ceafed as foon as they were
baptized.

Another circumflance which fcrves to corroborate

our laft obfervation is, that they admit all whom they

treat as church members, in a manner limilar to what
we do. Hence we are frequently told, on fuch a day
a number of perfons were received into the Rev.
Mr. *s church, and at another time twenty more
were added, and To on. If our Pa^dobaptiil: brethren

ferioufly believe what they endeavour to make us be-

lieve, that all their baptized children were, by that a6t,

admitted to vifible memberlhip in the church, we can

hardly fee the propriety of their being admitted a fee*

end time ; unlefs by fome mifcondudt of their own,
they had loft their ftanding, like the man in the church
at Corinth, whom the apoftle exhorted them again to re-

ceive, when he became repentant.

What conclufion would any candid perfon put upon
the condu<? of a Paedobaptift church, on feeing them
receive by their ufual folemnity, a number of perfons

into vifible fellowfliip with them ? Would not the con-

vidlion be irrefiftible, that they had never before been
conlldered as church members ? Indeed, for any to

have ^bferved the conduct of thefe perfons, and of the

church towards them, during the whole intervening

period from their baptifm in infancy, to their making
this engagement ; would it be poffible to draw the con-

clufion, that any relation had fubfifted between them,

which had had the leaft inlluence on the condutSk of

either \ Is it not perfcdlly aftoniiliing, that men of

learning and of piety, and who claim the privilege of be-

ing thought confiftent, Ihould not fee a^ well as others,

that their fentiraents and practice are totally at variance

with each other ? As much as they find fault with our

particular communion, they have never yet been able
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to prove it inconliftent with our fentimerits refpecling

baptifm. Indeed many Pzedobaptills have acknowl-
edged, that they thought us entirely conliftent in this

particular.

3. We proceed to notice a third confequence from
the pofition laid down by our brethren, i. e. That if

baptized perfons ftand in the fame relation to the

church under the prefent difponfation, as circumcifed

perfons did under the former j they are equally obliged

by the fame penalties, to attend the fubfequent duties

of the gofpel church, as the others were thofe of the

Jewifti.

Our meaning will be fully illuftrated by carefully

attending to the ordinance of the paflbver. The law

concerning it is in the following words ; yind the I^ord

/aid unto Mofes and Aaron, This is the ordinance of the

pnffover ; There fJdall noJiranger eat thereof, but every mafias

fervant that %s boughtfor monty, nvhen thou haf circumcifed

him, thetifhall he eat thereof : All the congregation of Ifrael

ffjall keep it ; and when anyfirangerfjall fojourn wi/h thee,

and ivill keep the paffover to the Lord, let all his males be

circumcifed, and then let him come near and keep i/.*

Every circumcifed perfon, who was not prevented by
ceremonial uncleannefs, or by being abfent, was not only

permitted, but obliged to keep the pafTover, on pain of

being cut
off"
from his people : for thus it is written ; But

the man that is clean, and is not in ajourney, andforbeareth

to keep the paffover, even thatfame foulflmll he cut offfrom
his people.

^

Do our brethren confider all their baptized children

and fervants under the fame obligation ? If fo, ought

not minifters tourge the duty, and heads of families and

members oi churches, to fee it carried into effecft ; and if

any wereftubborn, to cut them off by an acH: of exclufion ?

This would indeed eftabliih infant communion to all

intents and purpofes ; but what of that ? Can there be

an inftance produced, from the hiftory of the Jewifli

church, where a ftate of nonage or minority has been

mentioned as a difqnalifying circumftunce for commu-
nion in the pafchal feaft ? "We do not recollect any.

* Exod xii. 43, 44, 47, 48. f Numb. ix. 13.
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The law of the pafTover makes no diftin£Hon between

infants and adults. To be circumcifed, and to be free

from ceremonial uncleannefs, were the only conditions

required.

Should any reply, that the Lord's fupper is a holy

ordinance ; and requires, in every recipient, faith to

difcern the Lord's body, we readily grant it ; but

muft be allowed to aik, is not baptifm a holy ordinance

likewife .? If fo, is not a perfon who is qualified for

one, fit for the other .'' Do the fcriptures require dif-

ferent qualifications for the two ordinances .'' The ar-

guments which are employed in behalf of infants, in or-

der to evade the fcriptural requirements oifaith and
repentance^ by Mr. Edwards, will equally ferve their

turn with regard to the Lord's fupper. If what is faicl

of believing and repotting in order to baptifm, applies

only to adults ', the fame may be faid with regard to

the facrameiital fupper.

To Ihow that we reafon fairly, we will talce one of

his arguments, and only by placing the Lord's fupper

in the room of baptifm, it will ftand thus, « Are infants

proper fubje£ls of the Lord's /upper, or are they not ?

It will clearly follow, that all tliofe places which relate

to believers can prove nothing •, the reafon is, they have

no relation to the queflion." If you pleafe, take an-

other ftatement from the fame writer. ** They (i. e.

the Baptifts) fay the fcriptures require faith and repent-

ance in order to baptil'm. I afk, fays he, of whom ^.

the anfwer muil: be, of adults ^ for the fcriptures never

require them of infimts in order to any thing."* Very
well, Mr. Edwards

;
you will have no great difficulty in

this way, in getting them to the communion table.

The want o{faith to difcern the Lord's body^ can no more
be urged againft the claim of infants to this inflitution,

than the want oi faith and repentance can be urged
againft their baptifm. The fame arguments which
would prove their right to one inftitution, would equal-

ly fupport their claim to the other. The words of

Chritt, Suffer little children to come unto me andforbid them

not, may be applied with quite as ranch propriety to

* Mr. Edwafd), p. -z, j, 1 r,
^
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this inftltutlon as to baptifm, and might be addrefled

with as much pathos to the tender feeUngs of a parent.

I.et Mr. Edwards, or any other man, difprove the right

of infants to the communion table, and we pledge our-

felves by the fame arguments to difprove their right to

baptifm.

To give additional force to the preceding obferva-

tlons, let it be remembered, that infant haptij'm, and in-

fant comtnunion, make their appearance in ecclefiaftical

hiftory nearly together.

The Rev. Mr, James Pierce, of Exon, about eighty

years ago, volunteered his fervice in the caufe of irfant

communion y as Dr. Ofgood has lately done in favour of

their baptifm. Mr. Pierce has fuftained the right of

infants to the eucharift on the fame ground, and de-

fended it by the fame arguments, as modern Psedobap-

tifts do their right to baptifm. It will be difficult to

fliew wherein his arguments fail of being equally as

conclnfive as theirs.

Should it be faid that there is no mention made In

the New Teftament of infant communion, the fame

may be fuid of infant baptifm. It will be equally in

vain to urge their incapacity to underftand, or to derive

fpiritual advantage from this folemn rite ; the fame may
be obje(Slod to their baptifm. That the eucharili was

given to fome who were called infants, towards the

clofe of the third century, we have the authority of

Dr. Molheim.* It is not certain, however, that thefe

infants were halts. It appears to have been a cuftom

at this time to call all minors infants. It is evident

beyond a doubt, that the infafits whofe baptifm Tertul-

lian oppofed, were not babt-Sy but probably children of

I'eveu or eight years old. Such as were capable of

<< afking to be baptized," but fuch as, in his judgment,

were not fufficiently enlightened and eftablilhed in the

do«5trine of Chrift. His words are thus rendered \

<' The condefcenfion of God may confer his favours as

he pleafes ; but our wiiljes may miflcad ourfclves and

others. It is therefore moft expedient to defer bap-

tifm, and to regulate the adminiilration of it, according

< fed. Hift. Vol I. p. %ly
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to the dlfpofition, and the age of the penoris to be bap*

t!7.ed : (prxcipue tamen circa parvulos) and efpecially in

the cafe of IHtU otiesJ^'^ The general tenor of his reafon-

ing obliges us to underftand him in this light. This

Avill appear lefs fingular when we confider that he had
been in the praiSlice of the law, before he became a

teacher of religion. That minors are frequently called

infants in law, will appear by a quotation from judge
Blackftone : " Infancy, "fays he," is nonage, which is

a defect of the underftanding. Infants under the age

of difcretion ought not to be punithed by any criminal

profecution whatever. What the age of difcretion is,

in various nations, is matter of fome variety.^'f

It matters not, however, in the prefent argument,
whether thefe infants were mere babesy or children who
were old enough to aik for baptifm. It is evident that

infant communion commenced nearly if not exa£lly at

the fame time that infant baptifm did. Dr. Wall
makes this acknowledgment, when fpeaking of giving

the communion to infants. <* Very near half the Chriff

tlans in the world do dill continue that practice. The
Greek church, the Armenians, the Maronitcsy the Cophti^

the Abajfins, the Mujcovites^ &c. ;—and fo, for aught I

know, do all the reft of the eailern Chriflians.":]: The
Doctor further acknowledges, that this cuftom prevailed

in St. Auftin's tim^, who commenced his miniftry in the

year 391, (about as early as we have any authentic ac-

count of infant baptifm)—That it continued in the
weflern church for fix hundred years— «« That the

Roman church, about the year one thoufand, entertain-

ing the doclrine of tranfubftanti^tion, let fall the cullom
of giving the holy elements to infants ; and the other
^ejiern churches, moftly following their example, did the
like upon the fame account. But that the Greeks, not
having the faid docStrine, continued, and do ftill con-
tinue, the cuflom of communicating infants.''^

* Patt'ulus^ the Word ufed by Tertullian, is of vague fignificailon.

Iris not neceifarily, and in this cafe can by no means be, cou^ed to an'

kfant.

f Comment Book Iv. Chap. ii.

I Hift. of infant baptifm, ^. $i 7.

% Ibid.
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As the preceding quotations refer us back to Auf-
tin,* we tiiink it beil to give our readers his fentiments

upon the fubje^: in his own words. It appears that

from a miftaken view of thofe words cf Chrlft, John
iii. 5. Except a man be born of ivater and cf the Spirit

he catmot enter into the kingdotn of God ,- he, v;ith many
others, inferred the neceflity of baptizing infants in

order to their ialvation. The fame erroneous conftruc-

tion of John vi 53. Except ye eat the fujJj oj tie Son of

man^ and drink his bloody ye have no lif in you ; led him
with much zeal to plead for the admifiion of infants

to the Lord's table. With regard to the latter, his

words are, '* Let us hear the Lord, I fay, not indeed

fpeaking this of the holy laver, but of the facrament cf

the holy table, (whither none rightly co^aE unless

baptized) lixctpt ye eat my fefj^ and drink my bloody ye

fjja'l havf no life in you. What do you feek for further ?

What can be faid in anfwer to this, unlefs one would

fet himfelf againft clear and invincible truth ^ Will

any one dare to fay this, that this paflage does not be-

long to infants *, and that they can have life in them-

felves without partaking of his body and biood ?" And
the neceilky of this, as well as of baptifm to eternal

life, he faTS, the African Chriflians took to be an an-

cient rnd apoftolic tradition.f They did not pretend

that either of them were in the Bible.

It will be slkc I how came infant communion to be

laid afide, after its having travelled hand in hand wiih

infant baptifm for fo many centuries ^ The reafon

ailicned hV Dr. Y/all is^ the admilTion of that ghcitly

doclrine of tranfnbfanfiation; We are at a lols how

this iiould ailcct it ; unlefs by this fuppofed change of

the elements, they thought them too holy to be trifled

with in tbis way.

Th^t thefe little Chriftians, who had not yet been

drai.vnfrom the breaf, nor learnt doBrinr, might not rcfufe

the elements when offered, the following rule was eftab-

liihed J
" Care," fay they, " is to be taken concerning

infants, that they fhould not without the utmoll: nc-

• Ai;gun.ine, but as often called Auftln.

I r.p. zo6 Bonifacio, contr. Pclag,
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ceflity receive -xn^ food or fuel after they are baptized,

before tliey communicate in the facrament of our

Lord's body."*

It will require much ingenuity to maintain the right

of infants to memberihip in the gofpel church on the

footing of circumciiion, and not admit all the confe-

quences above ftated. P'or ourfelves, we fee no way to

embrace one, without admitting the other : and to ad-

mit either, appears to us to be fubveriive of the great

de{ign of the gofpel, which was to form a church, dif-

tind from the world. But if infant baptifm brings

them into the church, it totally deftroys that diftinction,

and blends the world and church together. This idea

will b3 more particularly confidered in its proper place.

As our Prciobaptift bretliren lay fo m-uch (Irefs upon

this part of the fubjecSt, we muft be allowed to view it

on all lides.

Gould we be brought with them to confider the in-

fiant offspring of Gentile believers, as {landing in the

fame covenant relation to God as the natural feed of

Abraham did, yet ftill we fee nothing, either in ths

old or new law, v/hlch would authorize their baptifm.

An article every way fo different as baptifm is from cir-

cumciiion, feems not to be fufficiently fuppartci by-

mere inference, but needs the firm bafis of plaiii pofi-

tive inftitudon to reft upon. To infer the right of in-

-fants to baptifm from the covenant of circumciiion,

appears to us extremely forced and unnatural. Some
of the difficulties that an inference of this kind labouis

under, -are the following :

1. The law of circumciiion v/as a poiltive laA', not

at all dependent on the nature and iiinefi of things :

hence every thing which related to the inftitute, de-

pended on the exprefs declaration of the inftitulor.

Tnis is precifely the cafe with baptifm ; therefore there

can be no arguing from one to the other.

2. The inllitution of circumciiion was exprcfsly lim-

ited to males. Females, though defcending from the

fame pirints, were not fubjeils of the token of that cov-

* Orcio Romanus, Tit de Bipt in Pierre,
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enant : but the baptifmal inilitutlon includes bevth

men and women.
3. The law of clrcumcifion required no previous

profeffion of faith and repentance, neither in aduhs nor

infants, as a qualification for that inftitution : but the

gofpel poiltively requires fuch a profeflion in order to

baptifm, without even an exception in favour of inr

fants.

4. A male fiave bought with money of an age above

eight days> whether a believer or an infidel, whether ap
idolater or an atheift, had the fam.e right to circumcifr

ion as the infant feed of his mafter had. The gofpel

inftitution makes no proviiion for flaves until they are

madefree bx the Sen ; and then it requires, as a pre-re-

quifite to baptifm, the fame public profcflion of them as

of their believing maders.

5. The rite itfelf is fo very unlike the gofpel inftitute,

that it appears extrem.ely unnatural to infer one from the

other. Circum-cifion v/as a painful bloody rite, per-

formed by cutting the ilelli of a particular part, (which

delicacy forbids us to name.) Baptifm is an immerfian,

or wafhing of tlie whole body in pure water.

6. Circumcilion might be lawfully adminiftered by

any perfon, at leaft by any head of a family, whether

male or female.* Baptifm is to be adminiftered by
particular officers in the Chriflian church, called and
qualified for the work.

Other diflimilarities might be urged, but thefe are

thought fufficient to fhew, that it is not the eafieft thing

in the world to infer baptifm from circumcifion. It

certainly requires a large flock of myfVical jefuitical in-

genuity, to make an inference appear plaufible, where

the nature, a6t, and defign are fo different. If infants;

are to be baptized; there can be no doubt but the infti-t

tytion makes ample provifion for them, without fubjedV-

ing us to the perplexity of tracing it out from an anti-

quated Jewilh rite.

Paidobaptifts, when they reafon with one another,

nnd are not fufpicious that the Baptifts are watching to

* Zipporah circumclfcd the two fons of Mofes with a fliarp ftor.c.

Midwivei liave frequently adminillercd baptifm, that is, fprinklingj to

dying Infant!. Vid. Robinfon's Hift. of Bap.
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take advantage of tlieir concefnons, reafon juft as we
do. This remark will be eftabli^ned by a quotation

from Dr. Emmons^s Diflertation on the quaUficaticns

for the Chriftian facraments, &c. againfl Dr. He:n-
menway. We think the whole work wortliy a can-

did perufalj but can only feledl a part of one of his ar-

guip.ents. " Dr. Hemmeuway," fays he, *< lias follovs'ed

other writers in arguing from the former difpenfations

of the covenant of grace, to the prefent, and endeavour-

ing to prove what the peculiar duties of believers are»

under the prcfjnt difpenfacion of the covenant of grace,

from what they were under its former difpenfations.

But this mode of reafoning is by no means conclu-

five. It was the duty of believers under former dif-

penfations of the covenant of grace, to offer facrinces
;

but can we hence infer that it is their duty now ? It

was the duty of believers under former difpenfations

of the covenant of grace, to circumcife their children

and attend the paffover ; but doec it hence foilovv' that

thofe duties are ftill binding ? Or can we juftlj con-

clude, that it is the duty of believers now to circumcife

their children, or even to baptize them, becr.ufe it ivas

once their duty to circumcife them ? The truth is, we
muft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the pref-

ent difpenfatlon of the covenant of grace, from the dif-

penfation itfelf, which enjoins all the peculiar du-
ties WHICH BELONG TO IT. If believers are to baptize

their children, as they undoubtedly are, it is not becaufe

they were once obliged to clrcunncife them." " Tlie

Chriftian difpenfation, which is allowed to be the freeft

from types and figures, plainly, fpeaks for itfelf. And
we ought to look into the clear difpenfation of the gcf-

pe], in order to difcover the peculiar duties of believers,

at the prefent day."* Would it not be a high rcfledicn

upon Dr. Emmons^s confiftency, to fuppofe, after fuch

an explicit, candid, and rational ftatement, he would ever

attempt to prove infant baptifm from the covenant of

circumciiion, or from any thing elfe but the New Tella-

ment } V/hether he haSj or has not, we leave thofe who
are ac<juainted with his writings to determine. One

• DlfT. chap il. fe^. y.

« 2
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thing, however, we mud be permitted to fay. We verily

believe that could the Dodtor, with an unprejudiced
mind, admit the fair conclufion which muft arife from
his own reafoning, it would inevitably bring him to

hdievers* baptifm^ or leave him in complete inconlif-

tency !

Having carefully examined every article in the cov-
enant of circumciAon, and traced fome of the confe-

quences which muft follow on admitting its applicatiou

to the prefent ftate of the Chriftian church, we think
it is demon ftrably plain, that its firft and immediate
promifes and requirements refpe<51:ed the pofterity (^
Abraham ; that it has at moft, only a typical reference'

to the gofpel Gentile church ; and that even this typf

ical relation, like all other types, ought to be applied

with great caution and circurafpection. It is worthy of

obfervation, that types and the things that are repre-

fented by them, although there is fome. lik^n^fejk, 2fe

always diftinfl.

The promifes which were made t-o At>raham4 refpe<fl-

ing the Gentiles, that in /jtm, and in his feed, all the na^

tions or families of the earth (hould be bleifed, weB^
neither exprelTcd nor included in the covenant of cir-

cumcifipn •,, but were entirely diftiaiSl:, and independent

of it. It ought never to be forgotten by all who attend

to this controverfy, that the great promife which Go4
made to Abraham, and vMhich is fo much contend,ed,foi:>

was made twenty-four years before th,e covenant of cip-r

cumcilioii ;* and v/as renewed about twenty years aifc-

t-^r if but not mentioned in the whole of that tranfaf^ioJK,

The proirifc to Abraham^ that in him a/I thefainilies oftk^

earthfnould he hlsjfed^yi^^ predicated, we hurnbly conceive>

on the covenant of ^rcdemptiori, confirmed before of Gad.

in Chrifi ;% and w^s ratified by the folemnity of aj),

oath, which would have carried it into complete effefty

had the covenant of circumcifion never exifted., The.

further iiluftration and proof of what we have now af*-

ferted, v;ill.be referved for another part of this, work*

* Gen.xij. 3. f xxii. i8. \ Gal. iii. 17.
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SECTION III.

W}3ether the yeivift} and Chrijlian Churches ctre the-fatntk

Or luhdhcr the latter is a diJlinSi Churchy or a tmrt c<3«-

t'mu^tion of theformer^ conftdered,

X HE entire filence of the New Teftament with

refpe<ft to the baptifm of babes, has led its advocates to

trace its origin back to the covenant of circumcifion.

Their arguments ioxplicitly. tell us, that they do not

wilh to hazard its defence upon the footing of its

being an inflitution of the gofpel ; but choofe rath-

er to conlid.er it as a right eftablifhed and fccured

to infants, under the former difpenfation. That the

male infants of the Jews were circumcifed, conformably

to the covenant which God made with Abraham their

anceftor, recorded in the xviith chapter of Genefis>

no one can difpute who reads the writings of Mofes*

Were it equally plain from the writings of the evangelifts

and apoftles, that infants were baptized, the difpute

would be at an end. B"ut of the latter, no proof can be
found ! Who then can wonder, that the friends of in-

fant raemberfhip fhould not be willing to «< let go a

certainty, for an uncertainty."

But in order to lupport the foregoing hypothefis, the
gofpel church alfo mufb be judaixed \ that is, it muft
be completely incorporated with the old Jewilh church,

or. infant baptifm, after all, muft lang,ui(h for want of
divine inftitution to fupport it. Whether fuch an at-

tempt does not refemble the condu£l of thofe judaizing

teacKers, whom St. Paul in his epiftles to the Galatians>

Philippians, and others fo feverely reprehended, ought
lerioufly to be confidered. To fome it has this afpe£t.

Circumcifion was the theme on which they perpetually

dwelt. And certain men^ fays the hiftorian, ivhic'k came
downfrom Judea^ (to Antioch) taught the brethren and
faidy Except ye he circumcifed after the. manner cf Mofes, ye

cannot befaved* Alfoy there rofe up certain of thefeB ofthe

JPharifees which believ edy faying^ That it was needful to cir-
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cum/ife thcnii and to command them to ketp the hnv of

Mofes.*'

I'liat our PicJobaptifi: brethren confider the gofi^el

church only as the Jevvlfh church coutinued> and not

as commencing under the miniftry of Jefus Chrili, or

his immediate forerunner, is clear fjom all their writ-

ings. That it may be Icen that we ftate the fubjeiSt fairly,

we fubjoin the following quotations. Mr. P. Edivardi :

" The firft Gentiles, of whofe calling we read, are fa'd

to have been added to the church j but there was no
church exifting to which they could be added but the

ancient Jeivipj churchy of which all the apoftles and dif-

ciples of our Lord were m embers."f Mr. 5. Worccjler :

<< Though a new and brighter difpenfation was intro-

duced^ yet the church continued thefamey which had almoft

two thoufand years before been eftablifhed by the cove-

nant made with Abraham and his feed." " Circum-
ciiion was formerly the appointed pre-requifite of ad-

niiffion to the church of God, baptifm is now the ap-

pointed pre-requifite of admilnon to the fame chm:chP\

Thefe gentlemen are quoted as a fpecimen of the com-
mon manner in which they ftate thefubje6V, rather than

to prove a point which it is prefumed no one will deny.

We will now proceed to compare thefe two churches,

and Hiew fome of the points in which they difagree.

1. They differ effefJially in their cotflitutions.

By the conilitution of the Jewifli church, we may un-

derfland thofe primary laws by which they were united

and diftinguidied as an ecclefiaftical body. Thefe
laws contain a declaration of the rights and privileges,

the duties and obligations of all the members j and alfo

the qualifications which conftitute the right of mem-
berfliip. CircumciGon holds the firft and moft im-

portant place in this iyOem. This formed the difcrim-

inating line between the members of this church and

all others. It was the initiating badge of memberO.ip j

for no male of the {^Qd of Abraham, nor any others,

• A(5ls XT. I, 5.

f Candid Reafons, &c. p. 54.

t Two Difc. p, 48, J3, 54-
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could be admitted to the privileges of that church
without it.

The queftion now to he determined, is, whether the

qualifications for this rite were preciiely the fame, or

even the fame in fubftance, as thofe required in order

to memberfliip in the gofpel church ? Abraham was
the firft that adminiftered circumciiion under the for-

mer difpenfation. John, \\\q forerunner of Chrift, was
the firft who adminiftered baptifm under the new dif-

pepfation, Abraham circumcifed Ifhmael, and all the

men of his houfe, in the felf-fame day. lihmael was at

tjie time thirteen years old. This is an age fufceptible

of religious inftru^lion, and when its influence on the

moral temper can be fatisfactorily afcertained. Nothing
appears in the whole account to juftifv an opinion, that

Ilhmael was now a penitent (whatever he might be after*-

wards) and from tliat condu<Stj which led to his expuU
fion from Abraham's family, we have much reafon to

believe the contrary.* Nor is there any more evidence

that the men of Abraham's houfe were penitents, than

that Ifhmael was. Neither can we find any evidence,

that the inftitutiGn required It in order to qualify them
for circumciiion. On this fubject, fo necelTary to fup*

port the poiition, that the Jewiih and the Chriftiau

churches are the fame, the fcrij>tures preferve a prOf

found iilence ! To qualify a perfon completely for cir-

cumciiion, nothing more was required, either in adults

or infants, than that they were defcendants from Abra-
ham, or were Jev.iili property, having been bought with
money. Can any man wuth the Bible in his hand con^

fcientioufly fay, that he verily believes thefe qualifica^

tions the fame which were required in order to baptifm

either by John the Baptiit, by Jefus Chriii, or by the

apoftles ?

As if exprefsly deiigned to convince us of this differ-

ence in the outfet, the harbinger of cur Saviour who
was fent to introduce his new difpenflition, and to mani*

feft him to Ifrael as thsLamb ofGad iv.ho tahto aiu:jy thejm

af the world, has made the very diftinction for which we
plead. Bup •when hefa%v many ofthe pharifees and oadducea

* Gen. xxi. 9.
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CQtneto his hapt'ifmy he [aid unto thein^O generation of vipers^

ivho halh ivarnLii you tojleefyoni the ivrath to come ? Bring

forth thereforefruits meet for repentance ,- and think not to

fay ivithin yourfclvcSi ive have ABRAHAM 10 OUR FATHER :

for Ifay unto you, God is ah!e of thfe foneSy to raife up chil-

dren unio Ahrahnm.* Who were thefe Pliarifees and
Sadducees ? Were they heathens ? No ; they were
members of the Jewifli church, and in full communion,
for auglit that appears to the contrary. We have Ahra-

ham to ourfather. This was the very ground on which
their memberfhip in that church refted, and which had
never before been difputed. But John demanded qual-

ifications of a much higlier nature, and every way dif-

ferent in a moral view, from thofe which had before

been allowed. In the true fpirit of a gofpel teacher,

he required the genuine fruits of repentance. And
thofe who did not bring forth thefe fruits, and fubmit

to this new inftitution, Chrifl himfelf has denounced,

as rejecting the counsel of God againfl themfehefy in not

being baptized cf him -j-

The different qualifications required by the initiating

inftitutes of the two churches, clearly defignate the dif-

ferent characSter of the members. To conftitute a per-

fon a complete member of the JewiCh church, required

nothing more than to be bought with Jewifh money,
or born of Jewifli parents,-ancl to be circumcifed. To
conftitute a perfon a proper member of the gofpel church,

he muft indeed be bought iviib a price ! but not ivithfi-

ver and goldy andfuch corruptible things ^ but ivith the pre-

cious blood of the Son cf God, as of a lamb ivithout blcm-

ifj ! And whether born of Jewifli parents or others,

is of no confequence ; he miifl be born again, not of blood,

nor of the nvill of the fitfh, nor of the luill of man, but of
God.\ He niuft be born cf water and of the Spirit, or he
can never be confidered as duly qualified to enter the

gfpel kingdom, or church. This plain ilatement inevi-

tably brings the niind to this conclufion ; That unlefs to

be bought with money to be a Jeivifj fervanl, and to be

bought with the precious blood of Chriil to be his free

men, are precifely the fame things j and to be born of

* Mutt. iii. 7— 9. f Luke vii 30. f John i i.", 5:;.
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Jeyvlili parents, according to the fleOi, and to be horn

$f God hy the operations of the Holy Spirit, have the

fame meaning \ then the moral charatSler of the mem-
bers, as required by the two inftitutes, muft be ac-

knowledged to be totally-different.

We do not think ourfelves bound to prove, that

there is no iimilarity, no points of agreement between

the two churches *, it is fufficient to our purpofe to

iliow, that they differ fo effenrially that they cannot

be coniidered as one and the fame. To ihow the dif-

ference between two men, it would not be neceffary to

prove, that one walked on two legs, and the other upon
four : although they might bear a confiderable refem-

blance to each other, yet there would be viflble points

of difference, fufncient to fliow that they were not one.

2. Our fecond argument is taken from the acStual

difference in the vifible form of the two churches.

The Jewifh church, in every ftage of it, has been na-

tional. The goipel church is felected and particular.

The former in its conftitution had a direct tendency to

form and eftablilh a mixed church ; to blend believers

and unbelievers, faints and iinners, the virtuous and
vicious together in one general communion ; without
containing in iifelf the means of feparating the mor-
ally clean from the unclean.

The plan of the gofpel church is totally different.

This is compcfed of none but profeCSng believers A
people cl.oftn, and cnlhd out from the world. Not dif-

tinguilhed indeed by family defcent, or any inc.rk hi the

Jiejh : but by having the truth engraved upon their hearts

by the Spirit of the living God^ by wdiicli means they be-

come living epyilcSi knoiun and read of all men.

Mr. Edwards has denied that the Jewi3i church was
national during the firfl: three or four centuries from its

commencement. But what reafon does he aflign for

it ? Why becaufe '' it had no levitical priefthood, no
inflitution of tythes, &c." (p. 104.) The reader v/ill

remember that we are not difputing about the inAitu-

tion of the priefthood nor tythes, but about member-
fhip. If the Jewiiii nation did not commence its ex-

iilience in the family of Abraham as really as the Jewi{U



church, we acknowledgie our argurhent will be weak*
ened ; but if it did, it will not be in the power of foph-t

iilry to overthrow it.

During the above period, this nation and church
were both in their infancy, and both progrefTed in the

fame ratio. The queftion then does not depend on
the numbers which compofed either the nation, of

church, but whether the one was co-exiftent and co-

cxtenfive with the other ? Can this be denied in any

ftate of that nation ? Does not the bible eftabUfh th^

fa<St in the cleareft manner ? To fuppofe that this

church was not national merely becaufe it had no « in*-

ftituted priefthood or tythes," would be equally as

abfurd as to fuppofe, that the nation did not exifl:, until

it exifted in its kingly form in the days of Saul. In fa<Sl:,

if the Jewlfli church did not exift in its national form

until the days of Mofes, it did not exift in any regulai*

rifible form whatever. View it in every poflible light,

from the eftablilhment of circumciiion, until the gofpel

church fucceeded it, and you will find that it com-
prifed the whole body of the Hebrew or Jev/ifli nation.

We know of nothing which can denominate a church

as being national, but its comprifing the nation at large,

and its religious rites enforced by national authority.

Such we underftand the Jewifh to have been.

To determine whether the gofpel church does not

eflentially differ in its vifible form from the preceding,

we fliall confult only the New Teftament. It matters

not to us what forms have been eftabliftied at Rome or

Conftantinople, at Geneva or in Great Britain, The
New Teftament alone muft determine us in our prefent

inquiries. Here nothing can be found Which looks like

a national church. The gofpel, though firft fent to the

Jews, was far from being generally received. Chrift carHi

mtto his oivTtf i. e. to his own nation, afid his cwn received

him not : but as many as received him, to them gave hi

power to become theJons of God ; even to them that believi

on his name. Of theie Jewilh believers the gofpel

church was compofed ; and to thefe the converts from
among the Gentiles were added. The great body of thie

Jewifh church,- notwithftanding the golpel was preached
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among them attended with miracles, adhered to their

old national religion, and periecuted Jefus of Nazareth
as an impoftor. In this particular, I am happy enough
i'or once to agree with Mr. Edwards : fpeaking of this

people he lays, " As to their characfter, it is certain

that, a few only excepted, they were upon the whole,

the DEADLY ExNEMiEs of Chrift and his doctrine." (p.

62.)

It has never yet been proved, nor do we believe it

can be fairly inferred, from any thing recorded in the

New Teftament, that ever a fmgle perfon was confid*

ered as a member of the Chriftian church, who did not
profefs faith in Jefus Chrift. The account given us in.

the fecond chapter of A6ls is plain, and eafy to be un-
derltood. The gofpel was faithfully preached by Peter ;

the confciences of his hearers were :«jlemnly addrefled ;

the Holy Ghoft accompanied the word in fuch a man-
ner, that it is faid. Then they that gladly received his word

. were baptized ; and the Jame day there were added unto them
about three thanfatidfouls. No more were baptized, nor
were any added to the church but fuch as gladly re-

ceived the word. A careful attention to the remaining
part of this chapter will convince any one, that thefe
perfons were in general real believers. The account
clofes with thefe remarkable words ; And the Lord
added to the church daily, sltch as SHOULD BE SAVED.
From this lalt remark there is abundant evidence, that
in a judgment of charity, they were true believers.

Probably a large proportion of the three thoufands
were heads of families ; yet there is no mention made
of their children or fervants being baptized, according
to the right of memberihip for which our brethren plead.
The particular mode of addrefs adopted by St. Paul

to the feveral churches to which he wrote, naturally
leads to the conclufion, that they were compofed only
of vifible faints, or fuch as profefTed to believe in, and
love Chrift. His language is. To all that be in Rome^
BELOVED OF GoD, CALLED TO BE SAINTS, grace to yOU^

andpeace from God the Father^ and the Lord Jefus Chr'ifi,

Unto the church of God which is at Corivihy to them that

are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be
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SAINTS.* The adtlrelTes in the other eplftles are very

iimilar.

Can any man in his fobcr lenfes fay, that he verily

believes that thefe churches were made up of all dc-

fcriptions of character, like the old Jewifh church ? We
very much doubt it. The convidion muft be irrefifti-

ble that they were compoied of none but prcfejjedfaints.

We fpeak with this caution, becaufe that human dif-

cernment is not always fufficient to dete<^ hypocrify.

Thofe who take the greateil heed hoiv ihey bmi/il, may at

times be deceived, as Philip was with Simon. He ap-

peared no doubt to the evangelift to be favingjy

wrought upon ; but afterwards manifeftcd, that he lad

neither lot nor part in the matter. This is after all a very

diiFeren-t thing from admitting perfons without any

profeffion, and of *hom charity itfelf cannot gather a

hope, that they ever knew any thing experimentally

about religion.

The true gofpel church has never been national fince

its commencement, and probably never will be until the

Millenium, whatever it may then.

It is thought probable that there is as large a propor-

uion of true Chrifiians in thefe United States, as there

lias ever been in any nation including the fame number

of Inhabitants, lince the Chriftian era. But is there a

feriorjis perfon of any denomination in this land who
.vcukl dare to fay, that in his opinion this whole nation

tP^s, according to the rules exhibited in the New Tefta-

.jnent, properly qualihed for n^emberfhip in the Chrif-

ti.m church ? We prelume the contrary. The general

practice of all the churches (however lax their dii-

cipline m*y be) goes to eftablifli our fentiment.

That the Jewilh and Chriftian churches are not the

fa.me, may be argued, thirdly, from feveral paflages of

fcriptwre which reprefent the gofpel church as com-

mencing at a different period, as well as exifting in »

different form from the ancient church.

In expkuning the image which Nebuchadnezzar

faw in his dream, Daniel foretold, that four great

meaarchies ihould fucceed each other, and that the lail

• Rdin. i. 7, X CQt i. 1,
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fliould be divided into ten kingdoms^ &c. In the days

ofthefe khigs, faith h.Q^Jhall the God of he.tven fct vp a

Vwgdjn luhichjhall never be deJ}ro\cd\ and the kingdomjhall

not be left to other people^ but itJJmll break in pieces and cojri'

fume all thefe hlngdyius^ and itJhall ftandfor ever."*

<'This defcription, faith Biiliop Newton, can with pro-

pricry only be iinderftood, as the ancients underftocd it;

of the kingdom of Chrift. ^nd in the days ofthefe kings^

that is, in the days of fome of them. And it maH be

during the days of the laft of them ; becaufe they are

reckoned yt-'wr in fucceffion, and confequently this muft

be the fifth kingdom. Accordingly the kine;doiTi of

Chrlft v.'as fet up during the days of the lad of thefe

kingdoms, that is, the R.oman. 'Yh^fcne was totally

a different thing from the image^ and the kingdom of

Chrlft is totally different from the kingdoms of this

world. Theflone luas cut out of the mountain without

hands, as our heavenly body is faid to be a building of
God, an hcufe not made 'with hands, that is, fpiritual, as

the phrafe is ufed in other places. This the fathers

generally apply to Chrlft himfelf; who was miraculoufif

born of a virgin ; without the concurrence of a man ^r

but it fliould rather be underftood of the kingdoiii of

Chrifi:, which was formed out of the Roman e^v.pi.-e,

not by number of hands, or ftrength of armies ; but

without human means, and the virtue of fecond caufes.

This kingdom w^as fet up by the God- of heaven ,- a:vd

from hence the phrafe of the kingdom of heaven, came to

fignify the kingdom of the Meiliah. It w^s (o ufed

and underftood by the Jews, and fo it is apcliod by
our Saviour in the New Teftament. Otlier kincjuoms

were raifed by human ambition and worldly power \

but this was the work, not of inan b-4t of God. This
was truly, as it is called the kingdrn of heaven. A king-

dom not of this world ,• its laws, its powers were ail

divine." *' As v/e may prefume to fay, th?.t this is the

only true and genuine interpietation of this paliage,

fo likewife it is the molt confonant to the ienfc of all

ancient writers, both Jews and Chriftians."f

* Dan ii. 44. \ DilT. on the Prophecies, p. 243, 2 ,4.
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We know of no Chriftian expofitor who does not
confider this as a prediction of the gofpel church. But
if this church had been fct up more than thirteen hun-
dred years before, why fiiould Daniel fpeak of it as an
event ftill future. That we might not be liable to mii-
take, he foretold the period when it Ihould take place.

In the days of theje kings ; or during the continuance of
one of them, the Roman monarchy, Chrift fliould

make his appearance, and fet up his gofpel kingdom.
Confcrmabiy to this fentiment, we find our bicffed

j^ord often ipeaking of the gofpel nifpenfation under
the metaphor of a kingdom. He ufes the fame lan-

guage with refpect to his church. When he faid to

tiie Jev/s, If I cnji out devils by the Spirit of God, then the

Iwgdom of God is ame unto you ;* here he evidently

meant the gofpel difpenfation.

We think the fame was meant in that folenm threat-

ening denounced againl^ the Jews for their unbelief, in

the following words ; Therefore fay I unto you^ that the

kingdom of Godfiall he taken from you^ and given to a
nation bringing forth the fruits thereof\ By which he
evidently meant the gofpel difpenfation, with all its

privileges and bleilings : not the old Jewifh difpenfa-

tion and the rites belonging to that. " No ; thefe, in

the fenfe of our tSaviour, were neith-er taken from them,

nor given to any others. The Jews ftill retain many
of them, and in their prefent fltuation exhibit much
the fame appearance of vifibility as a church, as they

did during the firft four hundred years, before their

deliverance from Egyptian bondage. Circumciilon was

the principal rite by which they were then diitinguillied

from oilier nations : They are to this day diftinguilhed

by the fame.

Our Lord, upon a different occafion, replied to

th>e fame cavilling Jews, Veriiy I f^y unto ycuy that th-;

publicans and the harlots go into the kingdom of God hfor^

\^u. i'or ''John came unto you in the 'way of i*ighteouJnefi^

and ve helitved him not ; but the publicans and the harlots

BELiMVUD him. And ye ^ nvhtn ye hadfeen it, Rr.'PENTLD

nvt aftt rwardihatye 'might efi.i eve lim-X As the pharifees

jVLift. xli. ao f Matt xxi. 43- J
Matt, x'<xi. 31, 32.
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are here charged with impenitence and unbelief, we
may fuppofe that the pubHcans and harlots who are

faid to go into the hhigdom of Godj were fuch ?s under the

miniftry of John were brought to true repentance, to

beheve on the Melliali whom he declared to be at hand,
and to be baptized cf him. If the kingdom of God,
or gofpcl church, and the Jewifli church v;ere the

fame, then thefe puhlwans atid harlots^ before they em-
braced John's doctrine, yea, and the pharifees too, were
all in the kingdom of God I for they undoubtedly all

belonged to the Jewiih church.

The fcribcs and pharifees fat in Mofcs' feat, and
were rerfons of the firft eminence in the Jewifh church ;

but Jefus faid to his difciples. Except your righteoufnefs

exceed the righteoufnefs of the fcrihes atidpharfees^yfljcll in

%10 cafe ENTiiR INTO THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.*
Whether the kingdom of grace, or the- kingdom of

glory be intended in this palTage, this much is evident,

that being members of the JewiQi church, did not
qualify for either.

This argument will be further illuftrated and ftrength-

ened by the words of our fuffering Redeemer, when in-

terrogated by Pilate. Thine oivn nation^ faid he, and the

chitfpri'jls have delroered thee unto me. What haji thou^

done F jtfus a?fweredy My kingdom is not of this
WOULD ! if my kingdom were of this world, then ivoiild my
ferva?its fghty that Ifjould not be delivered to the Jeius.\

By this declaration Jefus has given an indelible charac-

ter to his church , and which muft ff-rever diftinguilh

it from the Jewiih church. The latter v\as not only

organized as a body politic, but its men of war v/era

marlhalled, and frequently led to the light by mil-

itary chieftains.

It muft be evident to every candid mind that tlie

Jewiih church, in every ftage of it, notwithftandir.g it

contained fome true believers, was principally of this

world. This muft be the cafe with every other church,

formed ftri^ly upon the principles of infant mciiiber-

ftiip, whether they are admitted by circum.cifion or

baptifm. We appeal to the common fenfe of Clirif-

* Matt. V. 20. f John svlH. 3?, ^i.

T 2
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tians, whether, to admit the hypothefis laid down by
the P^edobaptifts, that all the children of believers have
a right to memberrhip in the gofpel church, would not,

if put in practice, make fuch as are of the world, a vallt

majority in molt l' lurches ? Are not the baptized, in

moft Psedobaptift congregations, to thofe who actually

take upon themfelves a voluntary profeffion of religion

and give evidence that tliey are real Chriftians, as two to

one ? Probably a much greater majority. If thefe are

all included in the Chriftian church, (and they muft be,

or their argument is loft) can it be faid, that fuch a

church is njc of this world ? We might with as much
propriety fay, that a town-meeting was not of this

world, becaufe a number of the qualified voters were
Chriilians. For in the latter there would probably be

about the fame proportion of Chriftians, as in the

former.

It would be an infult upon the underftanding of men,
to attempt to maintain the two oppofite points, that

new-born infants muft be admitted to memberfhip in

the Cliriftian church, and that the church was never-

theleis not of this ivorld, but a fpirltual body. A man
who could believe this, would have but little dilHculty

in believing tranfuhflantmtion^ or any other abfurdity.

No man who examines with candour the hiftory of

the Jewifh church from the days of Abraham, till the

deftru6tion of their nation and temple by Vefpaiian, but

what muft conclude) that the true believers at any pe-

riod would have been, when compared with the whole

nation, only a fmall mimrhy ! a remnant according to the

eleclion of grace. They were ft) few, and fo unknown in

the time of Elijah, that he thought he was left alone.

And notwithftanding the anfwcr of God happily con-

vinccd him of his miftakc; yet the number mentioned

were few comp^ucd wiih the thoufands of Ifrael and

Judah.

Can we ferioufly ftippofe that it was the intenti-on of

Jefus Chrift to continue this chuBch in its then viftble

form, or to iet up another like it ? Does the New Tef-

tamenl lead to fuch a conclufton .'* Does not the lan-

guage of Chrift and his apoftles confirm exactly the
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oppoftte ? Te are the light of the luor/dy faid Jefus to his

little church. ^ city that is Jet on an hill cannot he hid.'^

Jfye ivere of the world, the world would love his ciun ; but

T?ecaufe ye are not of the luorld, but I have chofen you out of
the ivorldy therefore the world hateth you.-\ This is the

manner in which our blefl'ed Lord deilgnated his dif-

ciples. The particular manner in which they were
brought to an intereft in the bleflings of this kingdom,
is thus exprefled by the apoitle to the Coloffians

:

Who hath delivered us from the power of darknefsy and
hath tranfated us into the kingdom of his dear &on.\ Every
perfon who claims the privilege of the Chriilian name,
ought to be able to give the fame reafon of his hope.

Such perfons may fay with the apoftle, Wherefore we re-

ceiving a kingdom luhich cannot be moved, let us have grace

j

or grant us grace, whereby ive may ferve God acceptably.

None but fuch as experience rener.'ing grace, poiTefs

any one of thefe qualifications. No others are lights in

the religious world. No others have been tranllated

from the darknefs of the world and iin into the kingdom
of God's dear Son. No others have received this im*
moveable kingdom.
When the Saviour afked his difcipies their opinion

concerning himfelf, Peter anfwered. Thou art the Chrijly

the Son of the living God I And Jefus anfwered afid faid

unto him-i Blejfed art thou Simon Barjjr.a ; for flfh and
blood hath not revealed it unto thse.^ but my Father which is

in heaven. And Ifty unto thee^ thcu art Peter, and upon

this rock will I build my church ,- and the gates of hellfhall

not prevail againjl it. The Jewifh church did not be-

lieve that Jefus Chrift vv^as the Son of God. They con-
lidered and treated him as an impoftor. They charg-

ed him with blafphemy, and faid, he being a man made

himfelf God. But every truly enlightened Chriilian

can fubfcribe with Peter, Thou art the Chrift, the Son
of the living God. The rulers of the Jev^^iih church
blafphemoufly replied to him, Say we net well that thou art

a Samaritan, and hajl a devil P This was the infulting lan-

guage of the leaders of that very church, which we art

* Matt. V.I 4. t J<^hn xv. 19. | Col i. 1$.
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told was the gofpel church, and was continued without
any " effential alteration.-"*

OuY fotirth and laft argument to prove that the gofpel

church is totally dilTln^l from, and independent of, the

jewifli, fhall be drawn from facets recorded in the Nevv
Teftament. <* Fa6ls are ftubborn things."

If (as the advocates for infant baptifm afiert) the

gofpel church did incorporate v»'ith the old Jewilh

church, we may expedt fuch an account of it in the

writings of the evangelifts and apoftles, as to put the

matter out of difpute. Should we find them entirely

filent on a fubje<^ of fo much moment, its truth might
very juftly be called in queftion. But if, inftead of be-

ing iilent, we find them to have recorded fadis which
irrefiftibly prove the contrary, we fhould fuppofe fkep-

ticifm itfelf would ceafe to doubt. Let us proceed to

examine the proof. To the laiu and to the teftimotiy^ as

the final umpire, we cheerfully repair, and pledge our-

feives to abide the decifion.

If our minds are open and candid, we ihall find the

narrative plain and fimple ; the facets fo abundant, and
fo varioufly interfperfed, that we cannot ealily miftake

them. In order to trace them with preciiion, we muft
travel back to the commencement of this new difpenfa-

tion.

Chriflian reader, if your Bible be at hand, turn to

the third chapter of Matthew, and read, and examine
it candidly ; or will you permit me to repeat a few
fentences, and make fome remarks upon them } In

thofe days came Jehu the Bapttjiy preaching in the wilder^

nefs of Judca. Who was this John the Baptifl ? He
was the perfbn of whom Ifaiah fpake in prophecy.

The voice of one crying in the vjUdernefsy Prepare ye the

Kvay of the Lord, make his paths fraight. Did John de-

rive his authority to preach and baptize from the Jew-
ifli church ? Moft certainly he did not. For it appears

that he had been in the deferts from early life until the

day of hisJJjewing unto Ifracl.t How came he then by
his authority ? The evangelifb John fhall anfwer :

There luas a man sent from God ivhofe name was John.
The Jewifli church fent a deputation of priefls and

* Vid. P, Edwardi, p. i 7. \ Luke i. &o.



APPENDIX. 205

Levites to him to inquire who he wr.s ; whether he
were the Meffiah ? if not, why he baptized ?* By
which it appears that he did not ftand in connexion
with that church, nor act under its authority. It will

be here recollected how completely Chrift confounded
the leaders of that church by this fimple queftion.

The bapt'ifm of John^ faid he, ivhence nvas it ? f'''<'f^ heaven

orofmenP\ The chief prieft was among the party j they

mufl therefore certainly have knov/n if John had been

inducted into the pried's ofhce by them ; or had in any

way received his authority from the;Ti. There can be

no imaginable reaibn alligned for their concealing it, if

this had been the cafe. Could they with propriety have
aiTerted tlie fact, it would have relieved them from
their prefent embarraffment. If John did net derive

his authority from the ofHcers of the Jewifh church,

(the only proper medium through which it could pafs)

he mull: have a(fted independently of them.

We allc again, did John preach the fame doctrine

which the leaders of this church did ? It is manifell

he did not : for they taught for dzBrine the command-
mcnts of mefiy Chrifl himfeif being judge. But John
preached the true gofpel of the kingdom. He pointed

his hearers to the Saviour, as the Lamb of God who
tiiketh away thefin of the ivorld, and exhorted the people

to repent and believe on him. Such as received his

doctrine, and confeHed their lins^ he baptized i?i

Jordun. -'•
Was there •^ny inftitution, or even cuftom in the

Jewifn church, which req.iired John to baptize his con-

verts in Jordari ? None has ever yet been produced. AI-

tiiOugh the:"e were divers 'uii/hings appointed in the

ruual of Mofes, and others added by the fuperftitious

Pharifees ; yet they all differed widely from John's

baptifm, both in manner and defign.

Towards the clofe of this chapter, we have the fol-

lowing account of our Saviour. Then py,neth Jefus

from Galilee to Jordan unto jfchny to be bapfiztd of hiin»

But John forbade himyfaying^ I have need to 'be baptized of

thee^ I! 'id c .mefl thou tome? And ftfus avf.iering^ faid

* jol.n i. f Matt. :;xi. 25.
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unto h'lm^ B::ffer it to be fo ticw ; for thus it heccmeth us U
fiilfl all righttoufnefi. Then he fiiffered him. And J(ft/s,

nvhen he 'uns baptized, went dp straightway out of
THE WATER. Reader ! lay your hand upon your
heart, siid afk yourielf, in the fear of God, if you can

poiiibly believe that either John or Jefus in the wliole

of the tranfaclions related in this chapter, bad any thing

to do with the JewiOi church, or their leaders ? In

fpite of all your prejudices, is there not a monitor
within that tells you, they had not ?

Much pains has been taken to prove that when Chrifl

faid, thus it becometh us to fulfil all righteoufnefs, his

meaning was, that it was necelTary for him to be bapti-

zed by John in Jordan, to fuliil a law which required

the fons of Aaron, when entering into the prieiVs oiRce,

to be waflied at the door of the tabernacle.* What a

happy knack feme men have, in reafoning from analogy?

But there is one unlucky circumftance attending this

argument, and v/hich v/hoUy ruins it. That is, that by
the fame law v/hich required the above wafliing at the

door of the tabernacle, Jefus Chrift could not be a

prieft of that difpenfalion ; as lie was neither of the

fons of Aaron, nor of the tribe of Levi j but of the tribe

of judah, of *ivhich tribe Mofes fpah nothing concerning

priefthood.

If we look into the next chapter, we fliall find the

manner in which Chrift proceeded in gathering the

New Teftament church. At the 18th verfe it is faid
;

And Jefus ivalhng by the fea of Galilee^faw two brethren,

, Siman called Peter, and Andrew his brother, cafiing a net

into the fea, for they luere ffjjers. And hefaith unto them.

Follow me, and 1 will make you fifloers of men. And they

flraightway left their nets andfollowed him.\ And when
he had gone a littlefarther thence, hefaw James thefn of
Zebedee^ and John his brother^ who alfo were in thefhip

mending their nets ; andfiraightway he called them, and
.they left their father Zebedee in thefjip ivith the hired fer-

vants, and went after him % Again ^ the nc:<t day after,

Johnflood, and two of his dfciples, and looking upon Jefus

* Vi'l. MeJrs Fifh and Crane, ai)<.l others,

t iVIact. iv. i8— ii. I Marki. 19, 2.0.
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as he nualked, he faiths Behuld the Lamh of Gcd ! And the

tivo difchles heard him/peak, and they folloived Jefus.^

And a certain fcrihe came and /aid unto hiWj Ma/fer, I
ivill folloiv thee whitherfoever thou goejl ; and another of

his difciples faid unto him, Lord, fff^*' ^^^^ fi^fl
to go and

hury my father. But Jefus faid unto him-, Folhw me, and

let the dead bury their dead.f And as Jefus pa[fedforth

from thence^ he faiv a man named Matthe-v^fitting at the

receipt of cuflom ; and he faith unto him. Follow me. And
he arofe andfolloived him.\

The day following Jefus would goforth into Galilee, and

findeth Philip, and faith unto him. Follow me. Philip

caught the Spirit of this new ieol ib entirely, as not only

to be willing to follow Jefus, but to ufe his influence

to profelyte others. He foon after met with Nathanael,

and fliid to him. We havefound HI7/1 of whom Mofes in

the law, and the prophets did write, Jefus of Nazarethy

ihefon of Jofeph. And Nathanaelfaid unto him. Can there

any good thing come cut of Nazareth P Philip faith unto

him^ Come andfee
Thefe faiSts, recorded by the evangelifts, place before

us a com.plete hillory of the commencement of the gof-

pel church. But in this account not a trace of its con-

nexion with the Jewiih church can be perceived.

When Jefus Chrift appointed his apoftles the firft offi-

cers in bis new church, did he confult the chief prielVs,

thefcribes and pharifees ? Or did he appoint them by
his o\vu authority, totally independent of them ^ FadVs

all unite in demonil:rating the latter.

Tiie realbnings of our Pcedobaptlft brethren have

always appeared to us exceedingly defective on this

point. They uniformly argue, that the JewiOi and
Chriflian churches are the fame ; and that the latter is

no more than a continuance of the former : but they

have never fl^ov/n us when, where, or how the latter

church v.'-as conne'^ed with the former : and it is be-

lieved that tht y never cun. They have feemed wholly

to ftep over this point. At one time they prefent to us

the Jewith church under the covenant of circumcifiou,

enjoying many privileges and bieiHngs ; by and by, they

* John I. 3J—37. t Matt. viii. [9, 2X. | ix. 9.
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prcfent us the gofpel church enjoying very dilierent

and much greater privileges, and tell us that this is the

fame church, only under a different diipenfation. But
if this be a facl, v/ould not Jefus Chrift and the leaders

of the Jevviih church have acVed in concert ? and
would not the difciples of Chrift, and the members of

that church have been in harmony with each other ?

Would there not be as much propriety in fiying that

the proi;eftant church, and the papal church from
which they Separated were one and the fame ? Some
branches of the proteftatit church approximate much
more to the papal, tharr-the gofpel church did to the

Jewilli. But if proteftants acknowledge their church
to be but a continuance of the old papal church, we
think they ought at leaft to make fome confeflion for

having abufed their Alma Maters by calling her the
«« old whore of Babylon"—** The mother of abom-
inations, Sec."

It is a fa<fl which no one can deny, that Jefus Chrift,

during his perfonal miniftry, did collect a large number
of difciples and followers of both fexes : that he fent

forth feventy difciples at one time to preach the gofpel,

and to evince its power by miracles. That thefe all

ftood totally unconneclcd v/ith the old Jewilh church

is abundantly evident, from the unceafmg oppoiition

which the latter made to the former. We beg to know
whether Chrift's difciples, with their Mafter at their

head, did not conftitute a church, a complete churcli

in gofpel order ^ If fo, here were two churches exifting

at the fame time in direct oppoiition to each other :

for it muft be remembered that the kingdom of God
was not yet taken from the Jcv/s and given to the Gen-
tiles. We alk, which of thefe two is to be conlidered

as the true church P The Jewi(l: church continued its

vifible ftate, and retained its viftble forms of worfhip

long after the eftablilhment of Chriftianity. And there

was juft as much friendftjip in this old church towards

the followers of Jefus, when they ftoned Stephen to

death for no other fault, than becaufe he was filled with

the Holy Ghoft-, and when they caught Paul in the

temple and were ready to pull him in quarters, as when
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Jcfas was in the midft of them, teaching and preaching

the kingdom of God.
Did Chrift treat the Jewifh church in fuch a manner,

or receive fuch treatment from it, as would lead us to

fuppofe that he coniidered it as his church, which he
purchafed with his own blood ?

To elucidate the idea, pleafe to examine the debate

between Chrirt and the leaders of this church, recorded

in the eighth chapter of John. In this, Jefus declared

himfelf the light of the ivorld. The Pharifees difbelieved

it, and told him plainly that he bore record of hhnfdf and

that hh record was not true. (ver. 12, IS.) Chrift told

them that they were ignorant both of him and of his

Father, (v. 19.) Te are^ faid he,from beneath, lamfrom
above ; ye are of this lucrld, I am not of this world.—If ye

believe not that Iam he, yefJjalldie in yourfins. (v. 23, 24.)

In order to evade the force of Chrifc's doctrine, they

pleaded their covenant privileges : We be Ahrahani sfeed,

1 know that ye are Abraham's feed, replied Jefus ; but ye

feel to kill me, becaufe my word hath no place in you, I
fpeak that which I have feen with my Father, and ye d»

that ivhich ye havefeen with yourfather. They anfwered

andfaid unto him, Abraham is ourfather. fcfus faith unto

them. If ye were Abraham^s CHILDREN, you would do the

works of Abraha:n. Chrifl feems to admit that they

were Abraham's natural feed, but denies that they were
his children in a fpiritual fenfe. Unwilling to acknowl-

edge themfelves deftitute of religion, and to prove that

they had a fair title to heaven without being indebted

to him, they declared that God was their Father. Jfus
faid unto them. If God were your Father, ye would love me :

for Iproceededforth and came from God ; neither came I
ofmyfelf, but he fent me. (v. 4- J, 42.) At length Chrift

faid to them> Te are of yourfather the devil, and the Ivfs

ofyour father ye will do. (v. 44*.) "With a view no doubt
to (how the keennefs of their refentment at this plain

dealing, they anfwered him, ^ay ive not well that thou art

a Samaritan, and hafi a dtvil ? Does this look like that

language of love which fubfifted between Chrift and
his true church ? Every candid heart will reply, Nc.
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Is it pofiiblc to bring our minds to believe that the
true church could ever treat the blefied Saviour as the
Jews treated him ? They not only defpifed and held
him in contempt, calumniated and abufed him, but ac-

tually perfecuted him to death ! Who was it that the
traitor covenanted with, to fell his Lord for thirty

pieces of filver ? Was it to an ignorant mob, made up
of Gentile libertines, and headed by fome fanatical

leader ? No fuch thing. Judas made his calculations with

more certainty. He went diredly to the chief priests,

the principal leaders in this church. And do you
think they would let fo fair an opportunity pafs, to get

into their hands a man whom they hated ? Sur«ly no.

.The bargain was clofed at once ; and Judas was fent

with a band of men to arreft him.* Who was it firft

formed the delign of putting Jefus to death ? The princi-

pal leaders of the Jewifh church. And ivhen the morn-

ing ivas come^ ALL TtlE CHIEF PRIESTS AND ELDERS of

the people tcok coufifel agavifl Jefus to put him to death. In

order to accomplilh their murderous defign, he muft

be delivered to Pilate the governor, to pafs fentence

of death upon him. Pilate, though a Gentile, feemed

to have fome fenfe of moral juftice, and was deiirous to

underftand the real caufe of their complaint. But who
arraigned him before Pilate's bar ? Thine civn tiation,

faid he, and the chief priefis have delivered thee to me—
What hafl thou done ? Jefus at once ftated the true

ground of the controverfy. M'^ kingdom^ faid he, is not

efihis iLorld. The more Pilate heard and faw, the

llronger was his convi6lion of the innocency of Jefus.

Several means had been employed to avert the fentence,

but without efFe<51:. At length, recollecting that it had

been a cuftcTm at this feaft to releafe a prifoner, and

having two, he hoped they would choofe Jcliis. But in

this he was deceived. His perfuafions were all in vain.

Malice had fixed the infernal purpofe too flrongly in

their breafts to be fhaken by his reafonings. No, Jefus

muft die. His crucifixion was determined on. Hence

the chiefpriefis and elders perfuaded the multitude that they

Jhould afk Barabbas, and defiroy Jefus.f O thou infulted,

* ICatt. xxvi. 14, X5, 47. f Matt. Kxvii. 30.
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fuffering Lamb of God ! were thefe the leaders of thy

church, thy true gofpel church ? Muft we conlider

rhem as thy friends, while manifefting this murderous

oppolition to thee, merely becaufe they defcended from

the loins of Abraham ? We cannot. Our hearts revolt

at the horrid thought.

Nor can we believe that this was the church into

which the Gentile converts were grafted. No •, it was

the church gathered by Jefus, and his apoftles *, from

among the Jews indeed, but compofed only of the con-

verts to his new do<Strine j of feparates from the old

Jewilh church and religion. No others compofed any

part of the New Teftament church. Muft we not fliut

our eyes againft the cleareii light to believe otherwife ?

We certainly muft.

This, however, is one of the main pillars on which
Psedobaptifm refts, That this old Jewifli church and the

New Teftament church are the faaie. This is Mr.

Edwards's potent argument, with which he has aflailed

the Baptifts, and laid them (in his imagination) heaps

upon heaps, as Samfon did the Philiftines v^ith the

jaw-bone of an afs. But with all his zeal to maintain

the famenefs of the Jewifh and Chriftian churches, his

confcience compelled him to make one very juft concef-

fion. His confcience, did I fay .? No, I rather think he

was a little off his guard. Speaking of the Jewilli

people colle^ively, he fays j
" As to their eh.r/acter,

it is certain that, ^.fetu only excepted, they were upon
the whole the deadly enemies of Chris^f aud his

doctrine." (p. 62.) Reader! paufe a moment, and re-

fledt upon tliis declaration. That the Jewifh church, a

few, a very few, excepted, were the deadly enemies of

Clirift and hi^ doctri-ne ! And yet, if there be any truth

in Mr. Edwards's argument, this was not only a farnple

of the gofpel church, but the church in reality ! the

fame with that under the gofpel difpenfation. A little

altered indeed in « diet" and '< drefs," but identically

the fame.* And was this one of Mr. Edwards's " can-

did reafcns for leaving the Baptifts," becaufe they do
ndt believe Chrift's church to be principally made up of

* Vid. p,46,4«.
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his deadly enern'm P The Eaptlfts entertain no fuck

horrid idea. If he believes his own reafoning, it was
certainly a very iliilicient one for his leaving a com-
munity who think very differently : For how ean iivo

wr*fk together^ except they be agreed F

We have thus briefly ftated a few fa<5ls which fcrvte

to Ihov/ the temper and feelings of the JewiHi church
tov.arJs our bleifed Redeemer and his do(5lrine, and
alfo what treatn-ient he received from them.
We will now inqiiire, whether the apoftles of J< fus

Chrift agreed in fentiment with the advocates for infant

baptifm, with refpe<Sl to the famencfs of the Jewiili

and Chriftian churches.

'Immediately after the afcenfion of the Saviour, w^e

are prefented with a view of his little Jlcck ; this new
gofptl church in a company by themfclves. Here we
find a body of difciples, amounting to about one hun-
dred and twenty, afTembled in an open room at Jerufa-

lem. Thefe all continued ivith one accord^ in prayer and

jiipplica/ionSi ivith the women ^ and Mary the mother ofJejus
^

and u-iih 'his brtthreti. Here were no fcribes nor phari-

fees intermixed. No one who retained his ftanding in

the Jewiih church, nor any who felt unfriendly to the

intercfts of Jefus. The traitor himfelf no longer ob-

truded his unhallowed prefence among them. They
were all united in love.* When the day ofpentecojl iias

fully ccme, we find them again together, ivith one accord

in one place. Hore the apoftles experienced the fulfil-

ment of wh;it had been predicted by John, and promif-

ed by Chriit. I'hey were all baptized ivith the Holy

Ghoj} andfire. No fooner was this noifed abroad, than

a vafl: multitude collecSted. Some were ftruck with

wonder and amazement*, others mocked, and fa id thefe

men arefull of neiu ivine. But Peter flood up and ad-

dreffed the multitude in a difcourfe peculiarly adapted

to the occaiion, and to the circumftances of hi?; audi-

ence. His preaching was attended with a marvellous

difplay of divine power. He concluded in the following

words •, Therefore let ALt the hnuje of Jfrael know aJfurcrHy^

ihnt G^i hath made thatfame Jfus^ whom YE HAvr CKV?-

* Ads i. 14.
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CISIED, both Lord and Chrifi. Here the hcufe of Ifrael or

Jewilh church colle<rtive]y, is charged with having taken

the Son of God, and with wicked hands crucified and

ilain hiai. The word delivered by Peter hecame
fharper than a tivc^edged fiucrd ! A?id they were pricked

i*2 their hearty and jaid unto Peter^ and to the reft cf the

cpcjiles, Men and brethren, ivhntficll lue do ? Ihm Peter

Jaid unto the/n^ Repent and be baptized every one of you in

the name of Jtfus Chriji^for the remijjtcn offins^ and ye

fball receive the gift of the Holy Gkofi. For the promije is

unta you, and to your childreny and to all that are afar offy

even as many as the Lord our Godfl.mll call,*

Whatjhall we do ? was the language of thofe wound-
ed-hearted finners. Repent, faid Peter, and be baptized

every one cf you. He commanded nons to be baptized,

but what he firft commanded to repent. The promif'e

of remillion of fins, and of the gift of the Holy Ghoft,

was not made to all indifcrirainately, but was predicated

upon their repentance and baptifm, upon their being

called by the Lord, and not upon the baptifm of im-
penitents. The promife quoted by the apoftle, as an
encouragement to theju and to their children to repent,

muft alfo be underliood with this limitation.

* The apaile here no dcjubt alluded lo the prca.ife recorded by the
|:»JOj)het Jerciiiiah. Behold the day^ eomCy faith the Ltrd, that I -uiil tnaie

u NfiW COVENANT with the baufd of Ifru el and with the hovfe of fudah :

act according to the covertunt that I made with their fathers in tie day

Vihen I tdii them by the haud to btiag them out of thf land of Egy^i, ivhich

my (4ivenunt they briiLe, although ! ivas an btfoaud unto thAir..,faith tie Lord.
But this Jhall be the covenant that I ivillmaii: zvith the houfe ofIf atl ; Aftit
thofe dtys, faith the Ltrd, I will PUT M7 LAW IN THtiR inward
»»AKTS, AND WRlie IT IN THEIR HEARTS, and ivill be their God, ari
they fhall be my people. And th^y Jhall teach ra mare ever\ man his r.ei'^h-

hour, and every man his brother
,faying, Knoiv ye the Lord ; for tbsy SHALL

ALL KNOW hltyftom the lejf of thtm unto toe ^reatft of thetn, faith the
Lord ; for I ivill forgive their iniquity^ and remember theirf:n no mere \
This n.;w covenant was eflablifaed upon Li:tter promifs than thoic con-
tained in the covenant of circunicifion. God did not engage in thot,
the renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, \.oput his laiv in their iuivarJ
parts. That covenant was outward in theflefk ; this is inward, the
laiu -written upon tbt heart. In this new cavtoant, the very Itajl knows
the Lord. In that, many who were the grtatefi iu office and power,
knew j.ot the Lord.

f Jer. xsxi. 31—34.

U 2



3.14. APPENDIX;

We cannot poOibly agree with Mr. FAUvsrOs in hi^

explanation of this paflage. His realoning, to us ap^

pears both fophillical and abfurd. He is ih very anx-
ious to fecure a place for infants in the gofpei church,
that he feems willing to pais over the real bleffings con-

tained in the promile, and fix ou one which by his own.

reafoning they were already in pofleffion of. After

holding the word children in a ftate of torture, until it

has pafled three ftages of difcuffion, he thinks he has

gained the important point ; i. e. « That infants are

placed in the fame relation to baptifm, as they were of
old to circumcifion," (p. 71, 72.)

What an admirable comment upon the apoftle's

words 1 H^re were a number of perfons pricked ia ths

heart, and crying out in diftrefs, Wbatjhalliue do ? They
are told for their comfort, that the prcinife is to you ajid

to your children \ by which they were to underftand that

they were placed in the fame relation to baptifm as they

were of old to circupncilion ! AVhat confolation this

mud: be to a heart throbbing under the pangs of con-

vi<Sl:ion, or inquiring with the ardor of a new-born foul

nftcr duty ! But v;e will leave Mr. Edwards for the

prcfent.

Let us now hear the conclufion of thefacrcd hillo-

isan. Jlje?! the^ thai gl'dly received his nvord were bap-'

jized ',. and thefame day there ivere added unto them about

three thonfaiid fouls. We aik, To whom were thefe con«

verts added ? Was it to the ©Id Jewhh church ? or

to the- new gofpei church .'' for they both exilted at

Vl^is time \ but in total oppolition to each other. We
icijily Willi that confcience n\ay make the decinon. This

iolen^.n and interefiing account doles with thel'e words ;

And the Lord added to the church dailyy fufh asfiould be

faved. What church, we afk again, was this I Was it

the old perfecuting Jewifh church ? no one we think

can pofiibly believe k. J^o ; they were taken from

thatj and added to the Chriftian church. We are con-

jidcnt 4;hat there cannot be an infbmce produced

©f a fingle ait of Chriftian fellowfhip between thefe

tv.^0 churches. How often in the book of Adls, that

authentic hiftory of the primitive Chxiftians^ do we
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find the leaders of the gofpei church dragged before the

rulers of the Jewiili church, and by tlieir orders beaten

and imprilbned ; and flraitly charged to fpeak no

more in the name of Jeftis ! If both were the church of

Chrift, his kingdom was certainly divided againil; itfelf ;

and our Lord has told us the fate of fuch a kingdom.

The papal and protefiant churches were never more

at variance in the hotteft times of perfecution than

thefe two churches were, until the gofpei difpenfatioa

was taken from the Jews and given to the Gentiles.

It may poffibly be faid that thefe arguments only

prove the corruptions that were in that church, but do

not affect its real fl:ate. To determine whether an old

houfe ought to be taken down, in order to build a new
one in its room, it v/ould not be neceffhry to know
what it once was, but only to examine it in its prefent

ftate ; and fliould a few pieces of timber be faved

from this old wreck, and put into the new building,

we {]}ouid hardly fuppofc any perfon would fay it was

the fame, the very fame houle. The application is eafy.

In order to bring this argument to a clofe, we alk,

Were not the principal oppofers and perfecutors of Jeius

Chriil: and his foliowers, officers and members of the

Jev/ilh church ? Were they not coniidered at the

time to be in regular ftanding ? To exemplify the

queftlon, we will fele<Sl one only ; it fhall be tne great

apoftle of the Gentiles. W^as he not a member of the

Jewiili cl in-ch, at the very tim.e he was perfecuting

the poor faints of JefuSj and haling them both men
and women to prifon ?

The/account which Paul has given of himfeli will

probably fatisfy us on this point. In a ftatement v/hich

he made to the Galatians refpe^ting his call to preach,

he i'ays ; But I certify youy brethren^ thai the gcfpel ivhich

was preached of me, is not after man ; for In tither ViCeived

it of mauy neither "juas I taught it, but by the reveJalion of

JefiiS Chrifl. For ye have heard of my convtrfatieii in time

paffy in THE Jkws' religion •, konv that btycnd rneafure

1 perfclited the church of God, atid iiwfied it, ^ud profited

in the jfeius' religion above many my equals -in mine ciin

nation ; being more exceedingly zealous Lf the traditions cj

wy.father:, i^«/—But pray, Paul, let as interrupt your
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narrative a moment, that you may explain yourfelf.

You have twice mentioned the jfews' re/igiGny as if it

fvere djftin^t from the religion of Jefus Chrlft. You
have alfo faid, that you perfecuted and ivajhd the church
OF COD. You moft certainly do not mean the old Jew-

iih church, lor if we underftand you, you were adding

in concert with that. " My manner of life from my
yputhj which was at the firft among mine own nation

gt Jerufalem, know all the Jews ; who knew me from
the beginning, (if they would teftify) that after the

STRAITE3T SECT OF oujR. RELIGION, I lived a pbarifee
"

And in my zeal for that church, " I verily thought with

myfelf, that I ought to do many things contrary to the

name of Jefus of Nazareth. Which thing I alfo did in

Jerufalem ; and many of the faints did I j(hut up in

prifon." I did not do it however, in a riotous manner
v/ithout the concurrence of my brethren, but " having

received authoriiyfrcm the ch'itfprujis. And when they

were put to death, I gave my voice againll them. And
punifhed them oft in every fynagogue, and compelled

them to blafpiieme : and being exceedingly mad againft

them, I perfecuted them even unto Grange cities."'*

<* But when it pleafed God, who feparated me from my
mother's womb, and called me by his grace^ to reveal his

Son in m.e, that I might preach him among the hea-

then ; immediately I conferred not with flefti and
blood—but I went into Arabia and returned again to

Damafcus. And was unknown by face unto the

churches of Judea, which were in Chrift : but they had
heard only, that he who perfecuted us in times pad,

yjQW preaehcth the faith which oTue he dejlroyed. And
they glorified God in me."f

In this mauj before his eonveriion, we have a com-
plete fpecimen of the general temper of the Jcwifli

church, during moft of the time the gofpel was con-

tinued among them. This will be evinced by the fol-

lowing quotation from one of his epiftles. " For ye,

brethren, became followers of the churches of God,
which in Judea are in Chrift Jefus : for ye have a)fo

fuffered like things of your own countrymenyGMer^ as they

• A^s xxvi. 4, J, 9, 10, u. f Gal. i ii^ii and XJr-a^.
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hare of the ^avs : who both killed the Lord Jefiis,

and their own prophets, and have pcrfecuted us j and
theypleafe not God, and are contrary to all men."*
From the evidence arifing from the fatSls which have

been briefly detailed in the preceding pages, the follow-

ing conclufion irrefiftibly forces itlclf upon the mind,
viz. That the gofpel church is not a continuation of the

old Jewifli church, but totally diftlncl : That it dif-

fers elTentially in its conftitution ; in the qualifications

required in order to memberfliip ; in its vifible form,

that being national, this being {elected and particular :

That the predictions and declaration of the prophets, of

Jefus Chriil and his apoHies, all prefcnt ifto us as a dii-

tinCt body : That fads which cannot be controverted,

determine that they never were united, although they

both actually exifced at the fame time *, but that the

latter was conftamly oppoled and perfecjiied by the

former.

Hence we conclude, that as the two churches ar«

every way fo di/tincl, the right of infants to member-
fliip in the Jewifh church is infufEcient to fuftain their

claim to memberdnp in the gofpel church. If they

have any claim to member Qiip under the gofpel dit-

penfation, It muft be founded in the fpecial provifions

of this difpenfation, and not inferred from any thing in

the former. " The truth," faith Dr. Emmons, " is, we
muft learn the peculiar duties of believers under the

prefent difpenfafion of the covenant of grace, from
the difpenfation itfelf, which enjoins all the peculiar

duties which belong to it. If believers are now to

baptize their children,—it is not beceaife they were
once obliged to circufncife tliem."f

if thefe things are true, as we verily believe they are-,

we befec:ch our brethren not to ihut their eyes agalnft

the light, and reje(St them. O that the great Head of

the church would enlighten each of us more perfedl'V

in the knowledge of his will !

*
r T'-'T'T, : 14,15. t Reply to Dr. Hen.r.i3nAyy.

.
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SECTION IV.

StriSiures on the Rev, Peter Edwards's « Candid

Reafonsfor remimcing the Principles of Antipadobap"

ttfmr

X HIS gentleman has been feveral times named
in the precedhig pages, and the book now before us

referred to.

My defign is only to make ftrt<Stures. It cannot

therefore be expected that I fhould follow him in all

his long-laboured fyllogifms, nor attempt to unravel all

his intricate windings. This tafk is rendered the lefs

neceflary, as Dr. Jenkins's very able reply is before the

public. In this, a candid reader will difcover much
folid learning, and a thorough knowledge of the fubje£t

difcufTed.

In writing thefe ftrictures, 1 have no wi(h to detra£l

from Mr. Edwards's " hard-earnedfame^^ nor to fpeak

diminutively of his abilities as a polemic writer. I wifh
I could in juftiee acknowledge him to be a fair and
honourable difputant. Whether my judgment is warp^
ed by prejudice, is not for me to fay j but his reafonings

have ever appeared to me extremely fophiftical and un.-

candid. The reafons on which I found this opinion

will b€ feen in the courfe of thefe animadverfions.

The reader is alfo notified, that no attempt will b«
wiade in the enfuing pages to vindicate Mr. Booth, as

the writer has never {&^x\ his book to which Mr. Ed-
wards has replied. Nothing therefore will be noticed,

only what implicates our fentiments generally.

Mr. Edwardsyin his introdiiflion, gives what he calls

<* a fair ftatement of the qucflion." This flatement Is

divided into five Thefts. His firft Thefis we fhould not

objeft to, had he conduced the difpute according to

the principles there flated. It ftands thus

—

Thefts 1.

<* That we fet afide all thpfe things about which we are

agreed, and fix our attention to that only on which a

difference of opinion may fall." " Secondly, that this
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difference be ftated in a manner the moft plain and

fimple." The reader will judge, whether Mr. Ed-
wards has not violated the firft of thefe rules, in the

moft flagrant manner. Has he not brought up the

fubje£l oifemale cotnmunion, and employed it as a main
argument againft the Baptifts ? Yea, the very argu-

ment, which he boaftingly tells us that he has ufed

with fo much dexterity, as to filence every Baptift he
has met with in a quarter of an hour. And yet this is

a fubjedt that we are entirely agreed in. What has

female communion to do with infant baptifm .'' Nothing

at all.

Thefts 2.—« Antipaedobaptifts confider thofe perfons

as meet fubjedts of baptifm, who are fuppofed to pof^

fefs faith in Chrift, and thofe only. Pxdobaptifts

agree with them in this, that believers are proper fub-

je<Sls of baptifm, but deny that fuch only are proper

fubje(Sts. They think, that, together with fuch believ-

ing adults, ivho have r.ot yet been baptized^ their infants

have a right to baptifm as well as their parents." The
laft part of this pofition implies what is not true, which
will be ^QQw in our remarks upon the next.

Thefts 3.—" From this view of the fentiments of

each, it appears that both parties are agreed on the

article of adult baptifm, which muft therefore be fet

afide, as a matter entirely out of difpute •, for it can

anfwer no good purpofe for one to prove what the other

^^rill not deny." An incautious reader by this ftate-

ment would be led to fuppofe, that the two denomina-

tions had the fame views of adults being proper fub*

jeels of baptifm. But it is evident that we differ widely

on this fubjefl. It is not true, that Pxdobaptifts allow

adult baptifm, only under certain limitations. They
indeed admit fuch as have never been baptized in in-

fancy, when they come to be believers. But why do
they ? Evidently becaufe they could never baptize

them before. Their own, or their parents' confent was
wanting. But could they carry their fentiments into

complete effedl, it would put an entire end to believers*

baptifm j for they would baptize every infant foon after

it was born \ nor would they allow them ever after,
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fliould they become believers, to be baptized agreeably

to their own confciences, upon the pain of being de-

nounced as Anabaptifts. This difference of fentiment

on this point cannot be denied, without denying an

obvious truth. It is therefore but mere evafion, to fay,

that v/e are agreed on this point, and that they hold to

believers* haptifm as well as we. They certainly would
exterminate it out of the world if they could.

Uut what is Mr. Edwards making this preparation

for ? The anfwer is eafy. It is to get rid of that bur-

den of proof ariiing from thofe qualifications, indifcrim-

inately required in order to baptifm, with which his

denomination have conftantly been prefTed by the Bap-

tifts.

We fiiail not at prefcnt objecl to his ftatement in

the clofe of this poiition, viz, <* The lirnple queftion

which remains to be decided is this, Are infants fit fub-

je£ts of baptifm, or are they not ? On this queftion the

whole turns. The Psedobaptifts affirm, and the Anti-

psedobapiilis deny." But we fliall take the liberty to

difprove their fitrefs, by urging their want of thofe qual-

ifications required by the inltitution, without ailiiug Mr.
Edwards's confent.

Thejis 4'.—" The fimple queftion being as we have now
ftated it, Are infants^/ y/;^Vt?j- of baptifm, or- are they

iiOt ? it will clearly follow, that all thofe places which

relate to believers' baptifm, can prove nothing on the

fide of llie Baptifts \ and the reafon is, they have no

relation to the queftion." No, Mr. Edwards, we fhall

not confent to this. You might very eafily indeed beat

us all in a quarter of an hour, if we would be fo foolilh

as to confent to let you firft tie our hands. But in vain

is iht'ffiarc [bread in the fight of afiy bird. You afk, " Are
infants fit fubje6ts of baptifm ?'* Plow are we to judge

of the fttnefs of a fubje^t any othcrwife than by the

qualifications required by the inftitution ? No, no, fay

you, thefe all refpet^ adults, and therefore are irrelevant

to the fubjecl. Allow, if you pleafe, that thefe refpecSl"

•adults only, and will not this conclufion inevitably fol-

-Iqw, that none but adults were to be baptized ?
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If the qualifications Indefinitely required by the in-

ftitution of baptifm, (I fay indefmtdy^ becaufe the rcrip-

tures give us no idea of one kirtd of qualiiications for

adults, and another for infants) if thefe are to form no

part of the rule by which we are to judge of ihejifnefs

of infants, what are v.^e to judge by ? Why truly, Mr.
Edwards has furni(hed us with a very conipendious

method indeed. We mufl go back almoft two thou-

fand years before the inftitution of baptifm exifted, and

examine another inftitution every way different in its na-

ture, mode, and defign, and belonging to another church

equally difi^erent from the Chriftian church \ and upon

this we are to make up our judgment refpefting the

fitnefs of infants for a New Teftament inftitution ! Muft
not a man have a front like brafs, who can charge his

opponents with fophiftry, while he himfelf is guilty of

fuch management as this, to keep men from feeing the

truth ? It is believed, that there is not another fubje£l

in the world, on which men would reafon fo inconcluflve-

ly. Were a difpute to arife concerning the right of citi-

zenfliip in the United States, how fhould we determine

the queftion ? Should we determine it by the conili-

tution'of Great-Britain, or by the conftitution of the

United States ? We think there would be but one

opinion in this cafe, /. e. that it muft be determined by
the conftitution under which we now live. Why ftiould

we not determine the qualifications for an inftitution of

the gofpel in the fame way ?

Mr. Edwards's fifth Thefts is a mere recapitulation

of the preceding ; therefore it is thought unnecefiary to

ftate it.

We {l\all now proceed to his ftatement of the argu-

ments which the Baptifts bring againft infant baptifm.

« Of thefe," he tells us, " there are two only." If he
had allowed us to fpeak for ourfelves, it is more than

poflible we might have muftered up one or two more.

But what are the two which he allows us to bring ?

Firft, " Aperfon ivho has a right to a pofitive infiitution

muft he exprefsly mentioned as having that right ; but itfants

stf-e notfo mentioned, therefore they have not that right.
^^

This argument he fuppofes requires that exprefs

tnention be fl?ade in the fcriptures of the baptifm of
w
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infants. This he fays, is " afTuming, contrav^ed, falfe/'

** It is very afTuming, becaufe it Teems to dictate to the

ever bleiTed God in what manner he ought to fpeak to

his creatures. Sinceit is no where contained in his word,
and he knows beft how to communicate his mind to

men, it little becomes fuch creatures as we are to lay

xiown rules by which he Oiall proceed." Is it not a

little offumjng for Mr. Edwards to infift upon our re-

ceiving and approving a pra(5^ice which he allows not

to be contained in the ivord of God ! Reader, paufe a

moment, and reflect upon this " precious confeffion.'*

If you are a Baptift, will you not feel more thankful

than ever, that the fentiments you prad^tife are moft

plainly contained in God's word ? Will not Mr. Ed-
wards's new friends blufh for this unguarded conceflion,

and wifii he h:id been a little more careful .'' He adds,

*' it is very conti*a<^ed, becaufe it fuppofes we cannot

underftand what God fays, but when he fpeaks to us in

one particular way." No Sir, you miiiake : it fuppofes

we cannot underftand him when he does not fpeak at

all. For you will pleafe to remember, you have juft

faid, it is no niherc contained in his nvord. And this is

the only medium through which he has fpoken to us

refpe^^ting pofitive inlHtutions. But,
*« It is very falfe : becaufe (to wave all other inftan-

ces, and fix on one only) a fubjecSt is admitted to a pofi-

tive inftitute, and that admiflion is according to truth,

and fo held and pracTtifed by all who ufe Chrillian rites,

when there is no exprefs law or example to fupport it

in all the word of God. It is the c-k{Q of women to

which I allude, and their admiffion to the Lord*s

table.'"'

Tliis Is Mr. Edwards's knock-down argument, with

which he has fo often vanquifhed the Baptifts. He
has fpent twelve pages in attempting to prove that there

is no explicit warrant for female communion ; and

therefore that it (lands upon the fame footing of infant

baptifm. His nicaning is, that the right of infants to

baptifm is equally plain, and as well fupported by the

fcript-ures, as the right of females to communion. " But

he has unhappily deftroyed his argument by his own
ftai'cment. For he fays, female communion " // hd4
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Aitd pr.^nifcd by all *who ufe ChrjjTian rlUs.** If infant

baptifin were equally as plain, wliat rtafon can be af-

fignod for Its not being as univerfally adaiitted ? He is

undoubtedly correct in this, that no Chriflian {ect who
liave adniitted the celebration of the Lord's iupper,

have diialioweJ the right of females. It is equally

certain, that fro:n the nr3i mention of infant baptilm in

eccleiiaftical hiftory, it has met with oppoiition. This

oppofition has not been made by thole who profeiTed

to be governed by the decrees of popes and councils y

bat fu'zh as profclTsd to take the word of God for their

guide in all matters of religion. What rational account

can be given for the oppoficion made to infant baptifm

from time immemorial to the prewnt, while femal^js

have all this time remained in the unmolcfied enjoy-

ment of communion 5 unlefs it be, that the latter is

clearly ellabli'hed in the New Teftamenlj while no evi-

dence can be found for the former.

Thofe who deny infant baptifm, have undoubtedly

the fame tender aSe(Slion for their children as thoib

vfho praclife it , nor can we admit that they feci lefs

concerned for their eternal falvatinn. Hence nothing,

but the want of fcripture to fupport it, leads them to

deny its validity.

Wc will now take the liberty to vary Mr. Edwards's

third T^je/isy and put female communmi in the pl..ce of

adult hapttfm^ and he and his friends will then fee the

full force of his argument.

Thfts 3.—'* From this view of the fentlments of each,

it appears that both parties are agreed in the article of

fem.ilc communion
J
wliich rnuft therefore be fet ailde, as

a matter entirely out of diipute : for it can anfwer no
good purpofe for one to prove what the other will not

deny." Very well : then here we will leave it.

Argument 2.—The fecond argument which Mr. Ed-
wards allows the Bapchls to bring agalnft the baptifm

ot infants, he expreiTes as follows :

** The fcripturss require faith and repentance as rsquiftte

ts bapiiffn^ but as infants cannot have thefe^ they are not

proper fubje3}s of baptifm. Infants^ fay the Baptijls^ cannot

believe^ cnnnjt repent ; artd nonefbculd be baptized zui'hout

filth, ^cr
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<« The moft expeditious way, fays Mn Edwards, of

deJlroy,?2g this argument is this. They fay the fcriptures

require faith and repentance in order to baptifm. I aik

of whom ? The anfwer mtiji be of adults ; for the fcrip-

tures never require them of infants in order to any
thing." My Baptift brethren ! do you not tremble
for the fate of your argument, lince it has fallen into

the hands of fuch an ApoUyon ? But how is he going
to work to deJ}yoy it ? Y7hy by telling you that all the

qualifications required by the inilitution, have refpect

only to a very fmall proportion of the candidates for

that ordinance, and that no qualifications at all are re-

quired of far the greater part.

How does Mr. Edwards prove thvit the fcriptures do
not require faith and repentance of all who are to be

admitted to baptifm .'* He does it in this way, by ad-

ding the word adults. But it mufl be remembered,
that the fcriptures do not mention either adults or in-

fants 5 but prefcribe thefe qualifications generally and
without any exception. We fhall therefore iniift, that

the want of thefe qualifications muft forever bar the

claim of all others to this ordinance, whether adults or

infants. This is ground v/e (hall by no means give up,

until it (hall be fairly proved, that either Chrift or his

apoftles did a(Slually admit perfons to baptifm, who
made no profeffion of faith and repentance. This

has never yec been done, and we believe it never can

be. However, v^e have no objection to any perfon*s

making the attempt.

Mr. Edwards, after w<^rklng over this argument, fo as

to fuit himfeif by changing and diminiihing the force

of the major propolition, at length declares it " a glar-

ing fcphijm^^ But in what does the fophiftry coufiil ?

In his own management, and in nothing elfe. The
£rfl: ftafement rei^ds thus \ ** The fcriptures requira

faith and repentance in order to baptifm." The
meaning is generally and without any exception.

When ahered by Mr.' Edwards, it Aands thus :—"The
fcriptures require fuith and repentance of adults, in

order to baptifm." It is this addition alone which

can pofiibly expofe the argument to the charge of

fophiftry. Place the argument upon its natire ground,

and it will ftand thus :
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"The fcriptures require, in all perfonst faith and

repentance as requisite to baptifm ; but foaie perfons

have not faith anJ repentance : therefore, all impeni-

tents, whether adults or infmts, are not proper fubje^ls

of baptifin." The reader will determine for himfelf,

which party is juflly chargeable with fophiftry.

After altering the argument as above defcrlbed,

Mr. Edwards goes on to prove it falfe. We will now
briefly examine his proof. He propofes *• fn*il to fliow

that the argument is entirely fallacious •, fecond, point

out wherein its fallacy confifts." <« 1. Of the fallacy

of this argument. The principle of it is, that infants

are excluded from baptifm, becaufe fomething is faid of

baptifm which will not agree to infants. To fee there-

fore the tendency of this argument w^hether it will

prove on the fide of truth or error, I will try its opera-

tion on thefe four particulars."

i. " On the circumcilion oi infants. That mr"^mts

"were circumcifed, is a fact. That they were circum-

cifed by the exprefs command of GoJ, is a proof of

rightj &c." This will not be difputed by any one. But
how does this prove the argument of the Baptifts to be
fa^fe ? Why in this way, "circumcilion, as it was a

folemn entering into the church of God, did nx an ob-
ligation on the circumcifed, to conform to the laws and
ordinances of that church."* How is this proved ?

From Gal. v, 3. " Every man ivho is c'lrcimicijl'd is a

debtor to da the lubole laivP What is the inference }

Here it follows in Mr. Edwards's own words *, « Then
it is clear, there was fomething f.rid of circumcilion

which did no more agree to infants, than if it had
been faid. Repent and be baptized." Suppofing, Mr.
Edwards, v^e Ihould retort a little of your logic upon
yourfelf, and affirm, that when the apoftle fays, Evcrj
mchi %vho is circumc'ifed is a debtjr to do the lukole laiu,

he muft mean, every adult : " for the fcriptures never
require fuch obailence of infants in order to any thing."

Now, Sir, if your logic is good, your argument is good

•* It wcul J, we bel_'eve,be very diScult to dcfcribe the gvc^iifJemnliy
which an infant of eight days old difcovered, at this time of it* cntraocc
i»io ihe church,

\V 2
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for nothing. For the fame mode of reafoning which
you have adopted to deftjrQy.ouf argument, will deftroy

your own. But I mean to ihow its fallacy in another
way.

To the above inference our author adds, " In this

refpedV, baptifm and circumcifion are upon a level \ for

there is fomething faid concerning both, which will by
no means agree to infants. Infants, on the one hand
cannot believe and repent j and thefe are conne<Sted

with baptifm ; and on the other hand, infants cannqt
become debtors ; they cannot keep the law, and thefe

are connected witli circumcifion." If I fliould reafoii

after this manner, I (liould expe£l to be roundly charged
with fophiftry. ^^ CofineBed with baptifm ;" ^^ conneded
with Gircumciiion/' fays Mr. Edwards. But, Sir, are-

they connected alike ? Muft not every perfon, by a

moment's reflection, fee that they are totally different I

Baptifm does not merely *' fix an obligation" to believe

and repent at fome future period j but requires a pro-

feffion of faith and repentance, as a previous qualifica-

tion for the ordinance. Circumcifion did not require

any previous obedience to the law, in order to qualify *
peribn for that rite. The utmoffc that can be faid of it

with regard even to fuch adults as voluntarily choofe

it for themfelves is, that they thereby made themfelves

debtors to do the whole law. The apoftle's meaning is

evidently this, that thofe who ftiil infilted upon circum-

ciiion, as that was one of the firlt articles of the legal

difpenfatioDj could not be fuppofed to have embraced
the gofpei p and if they depended on their obedience

to the law for juflification, v/hich wzf§ implied in their

holding to circumcifion, they muft then conflder thera-

ffcives debtors to do the whole lav/. But can it be fup-

poled, that the mere a<Jl: of circumcifion, performed en
a. helplefy infant, without his knowledge or confent,

ihould make him a debtor to do the whole law ? It

i$ evident Paul had nothing of this in view, when he

Qircumcifcd Timothy. I do not think it conftituted

him a debtor to do the whole law. But had he chofen

that method of juftification in preference to the gcfpcl,

ifc. certainly would.
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But will not every perfon who is C24>abte of reafoning

upon a fubje6r, fee a wide difference between qualifica^

tions prevloujty required by an ordinance, and an obliga-

tion fixed by the ordinance itfelf ? The great Author q£

being fixes an obligatipn upon every rational creature

as foon as it exifls, to love and obey him. But he re-

i^uires no previous exercifes of love and obedience in

order to qualify us for exiitence. It hence appears that

the two cafes ftated by Mr. Edwards, as being entirely

ixmilar, "^ and upon a level," are totally unlike. There-
fore, until it can be made out that qualifications for an

ordinancCj, and fubfequent duties ViVi'Lingfrom it, are the

fame thing, we muft fet down Mr. Edwards as »
fophiftical reafoner ! But the whole will be fubmftted,

argumentum ad judicium^ to all whom it may concern.*

Mr. Edwards next argues againft the general require-

ment of faith and repentance, from the " baptifm of

Jefus Chrifr." He fuppofes as ' he was no {inner, he
could have no repentance \ and fince he needed no fai~

vation from fin, he could not have the faith of God's
elea."

Are there any Chriftians who fuppofe that Jefus Chrift

was baptized for precifely the fame reafons as thofe by
which he has enjoined the duty upon his people } Or in

other words, whether his baptifm fignified the fame
things which our's does } If not, his argument is noth-

ing to the purpofe. But let us hear Mr.Edv/ards^s own
explanation. " With regard to the ufe of baptifm," faith

he, ** I confider it in the light of a rnean^ ofgrace^ and I

view it in the fame way when applied to infants/' (p,

\^^\i.) Does ISIr. Edwards fuppol'e that the baptifm of
Chrift was a mean of grace to him Y If not, it muft
c;ertainly be very different from the baptifm of any
other perfon. We do not think that Jefus Chrift ftoocl

in need of any fuch- means of grace as infant baptifin.

Hence his not being a fubjeft of faith and repentance,

cannot with any fairnefs be urged againft the general
r^equirement of the inftitution, nor be pleaded as an
exception in behalf of finful creatures.

* The reader will excufe my ufing thefc logical Cerm9)\Th«n ha reccW
Itfts I am reaioning with a very logical mar\»
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Mr. Edwards dr.iws his third argument from the

« falvation of infants." Thefe he prefames are faved
;

and faved too without either faith or repentance.

We fufpect he may find this argument rather unman-
ageable. It may poffibly take a greater extent of lati-

tude, and fpread much wider than he intended. If in-

fants may be faved without faith or repentance, (the

qualifications for baptlfm) it muft be plain that all in-

fants may be faved. If this be an argument in favour

of the baptifm of fome infants, it will prove equally in

favour of the baptifm of all infants, whether their par-

ents are Chrifiians, heathens, or infidels, --mlefs the

poflibiiity of their falvation be denied. We fee but

two ways (to ufe his own modefl: language) to fave his

« argument from perdition." The firft is, to prove that

no infants vnW be iaved, but fuch as defcend from be-

lieving parents : or, fecond, to extend his praflice of

baptizing them to all infants, without exception. Fc^r

if their right to this ordinance is to be fupported upon
the pollihility df their falvation, then it cannot depend
at all on the moral condition of their parents, unlefs their

falvation depends on that hkev/ife, which it would be
abfurd to pretend. We only add^ if they may be hved,
though incapable of the qiiviliiications required by the

baptifmal inftitution, vve iho^jld certainly fuppofe their

baptifm might be alio omitted, unlefs that be thought

of more confequence in the article of falvation than faith

and repentance.

Mr. Edwards's fo^jrth and laft argument to prove

that the Baptifts reafon Pjphiflicaily Avhenthey inllfi: on

a profeflion of faiih and repentance in order to baptifm,

is drawn from the " temporal fubfiftence of infants.'*

Hi endeavours to m.ike out that our argument goes to

prove, that infants ought to be left to ftarve to death.

His reafoning is founded on Paul's words to the Thef-

falonians : We commanded yni^ faith the apoftle, if any

Hvould net loorlz^ neitherJJjould he eat.

Our argument, as ilated by Mr. Edwards, is, that

*' the fcriptures require faith and repentance as requi-

iite to baptifm j but as infants cannot have thefe, fhey

are not proper fubjed^s/' Tiiis argument fuppofes, thut
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as uifafUs canyiot exhibit the fcriptural qualifications,

they are not to blame ; neither are they injured in our
view in not being admitted to baptifm. But the cafe of

the lullful idliv is every way different. He is fuppofed

to polTefs fufficient ability to obtain the comfortabk
means of fubfiftence, but by a criminal negligence be-

comes chargeable to the church. It is wonderful to

fee what this dodlrine of analogy can do ! It can make
fubjects the moft antipodal, appear to ftand in perfe<fi

harmony j and fuch as in their nature are every way
unlike, to be perfectly analogous.

By the preceding animadverfions it will be ^qqw that

Mr. Edwards's four arguments, when weighed in an
even balance, are found wanting. It needs only to

remove their extraneous pares, and they appear at once
wholly irrelevant to the fubjedt. The argument which
he oppofes does not of itfelf prove againfl the truth, nor
has it any unfriendly afpedt but vifiiat it derives from
his torturing hand.

His next attempt is to (how wherein the faliity of this

argument confifts. This, he informs his readers, is by
our placing " one thing in the premifes, and another

in the conclufion." But the reader muft not forget

that he ftated the premifes, and made the concluiion to

fuit hitnffclf. But, wherein do they difagree ^ The
Baptlfts, he fays, place adults in the premifes, and Infanti

in the concluiion. This is not true. The Baptifts

make tlie premifes general, and the conclufion general.

But let us inquire whether Mr. Edwards does not,

by his own ftatem.ent, get more in his concluiion from
circumcifion than can be found in the premifes. His
argument runs thus :—^The male infants of Abraham and
his pofterity, were by God's command to be cir-

cumcifed. What is his concluiion ? Therefore the in-

fants of luch as belong to the Chriftian church, both
male^ andfemalesy are to be baptized. Has iSXr. Edwards
here got no more in his concluiion than is found in his

premifes ? " O iliame, where is thy blufh I"

We will now meet Mr. Edwards upon his argument

turn . ad hcmhiein, and lee what the refult will be.

«* Now, faith he, to make the argument of the Baptitb
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confident, we muft place infants in the premiJes as

veil as in the concUilion, and the argufnent will ilznd

thus :—The fcriptures require faith 'inl repentance of

infants in order to baptifm j but infants have not faith,

&c. therefore infants are not to be baptized/'

We will now try his argument. Mr. Edwards fuf-

tains the plea in favour of the baptifm of infants both

male and female, from the covenant of circnmcinon
;

but by that covenant no female infant was admitted to

circumcifion j therefore no female infant muft be aJ-

mitted to baptifm.

Again, «' infants, in order to viGble memberfliip,

were the fubjefhs of a religious rite •,"* for " circunicli-^

ion was a religious rite?^" but female infants were not

the fubjeifls of that religious rite, therefore female in-,

fants were not admitted to memberfliip in the viiible

church.

Thus we fee, that Mr. Edwards's logic will prove his

own arguments falfe, and exclude female infants both
from baptifm and from vilible memberlliip in the

church. It is impollible to fupport the claim of female

infants to baptifm upon the covenant of circumcifion,

without getting more into the concluuon than can be

found in the premifes. This may not be ftigrnatized as

a " glaring fophifm" in a Paedobaptifl: ; but it will be

remembered what Mr. Edwards has faid of it with re-

{oe^l to the Baptifl-s.

We will now fpend a few minutes In examining Mr.
Edwards's " argur.ients on the fide of infant baptifm."

" Infant baptifm, fiiith he, is to be proved in the

fame way as female communion ;" /. e. by " inference,

and analogy." Well, go on, Mr. Edwards, and maxe
your ftatement, " In the firft place, it is a fa^l ac-

knowledged by the Baptif^s themfclves, that infants

were at an early period confiituted members of the

church of God." This, Sir, is about half true. No
well informed Baptifl could ndmit it in this unqu-iiifie4

fcnfe ; for it fuppofes that infants, females as well as

males, without limitation were admitted : this wants
proof. But proceed. "In the next place, I iliall pro-

• Candid RcTons, p. jj.
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cJuce proofs that they have a right to be fo now ; ar.d

that tlie conftitution of God by which they were made,

members, has net been altered to this day." Should you

fucceed, Sir, in this attempt, thefe confequences will in-

evitably follow. 1. That circumcifion is Aill in force ;

or, that the conilitution of God, which exprefsly en-

joined circumcilion, has been altered ; and altered too

by divine authority, fo as to admit of baptifm in its

room. 2. If this conftitiuion remains unaltered, female

infants have no place in it : for they were neither nam-
ed nor included in that rite by which you tell us infants

were admitted to " vifible memberniip." (p. 39.) Have.

you got through v/ith your ftatement, Sir ^ Not wholly.

Then plenfe to proceed. " In the iaft place, I fhall

hy down this dilemma, which will conclude the whole
biiiinefs ; namely :—As infants, by a divine tmalteraV.e

fonfiitutisfii have a right to be received as church mem-
bers, they muft he received either with baptifm or

without it. If they are not to be received without

baptifm, then tlie confequence is, that they mufi: be

baptized, becaufe they mud be received." Infants muft

be received, and therefore muft be baptized, and they

muft be baptized becaufe they muft be received. The
potency of this reafoning no man will dare to difpute.

This dilemma viewed at a diftar.ce, has, to be fure, a

frightful afpevTl ; but upon a nearer infpecfiion, its for-

midable appearance vaniflies away. The fum of it is

this. That if ififants have a right by the divine injlitniion to

rneviberfhip in the Chrijiian churchy then they muf be ad'

mitted according to that iufitution.

if Mr. Edwards, by this unalterable conftitution, means
the covenant of circumcifion, as he moft certainly does,

we wifh to know whether female in£ints were admitted

to memberfhip by any religious rite, agreeably to that

conftitution ? If fo, what was that rite } If that conftitu'

tion faid nothing about female infants, and it was in its

nature unulterabUy we wiQi to be informed how they

came by the right they now enjoy in the Chriftian

church, i am afraid after all, Sir, your argument will

prove fatal to the memberfhip of thefe poor little fe-

male infants ! Do, Sir,have a little compaftion on them,

and try fome way or other to provide for their mem-
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berftiip. It wiU be in vain, however, to tell us that in

the inftitution of the gofpel church there is neither mak
n9rfcmaicy that they are all one in Chriji Jefus. This is

not the unalterable conftitution on which you defend
their right. And it is true only of fuch as are believers,

fuch as are the children of God byfaith in CJyriJl Jefus ;*

not fuch as are his merely by circumcifion or baptifm.

Thefe infants, if they are any way interefted in ChrifPs
falvation, have Vio faith^ by your own acknowledgment j

for you have fuppofed them incapable of it.

^ In this firft argument, Mr. Edwards fuppofes lie has
eftablifhed the right of infant memberfhip in the Chrif
tian church. But the utmoft that can be fairly deduced
from his arguing is, that male infants were admitted by
di-vine appointment to memberfhip in the Javifi church.

Two points, which are all-important, yea, which are the

vnrjftne qua non to fupport his fcheme, he has left to-

tally without proof, viz. That the Jewifli and Chriftian

churches are they^wf; and that female infants were
admitted to memberfhip by divine appointment. If

Mr. Edwards has proved any thing more than I have
allowed him, I have not yet been able to difcern it.

The refult which he has formed upon his own argu-

ment, will fliow us what he fuppofes he has done, and
what courfe he means to take in future. *^ Thefe two
parts of the prcpofition, faith he, being evinced ; name-
ly, 1. The church memberfhip of infants \ and, 2.

Their admifTion to it by a religious rite ; the whole
propofition which I undertake to maintain, and to lay

as the ground-v/ork from which to conclude the bap-
tifm of infants, is this,—God has conftituted in his

church the memberrtiip of infants, and has admitted
them to it by a religious rite."f

The reader will here fee the ground-v/okk ofinfard

baptifm ! that it is placed at the diftance of near two
thoufand years from the gofpel difpenfation ! that it

does not look to that for its fupport, but depends en-
tirely upon the unalterable conflituiion of the Jewifh
church. ''Mxft^

From tbas data Mr. Edwards proceeds to his fecond
argument,"as follows : « The church mcmherfnp of infants

* Gal. iii. »6, %%, f Page 43.
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tt'rt/ never Jet afide by God or man ; but continues in force

,

under the fanclion of God^ to the prefent day"

In fupport of this argument, he reafons thus : " Ev-

ery one knows, that what was once done, and never

undone, muft of courfe remain the fame : And that

what was once granted, and never revoked, muft needs

continue as a grant." (p. ^5.) *' That whatever God
has eftabiithed iliould be fuppofed to continue, though
we could bring 710 proof of its continuance, unlefs we
are plainly told^ chat he has ordered it otherwife." It

would not do, I fuppofe, in this inftance, Mr. Edwards,
to difprove its continuance by " analogy" or " infer-

ence !" Nothing but being ^^ plainly toldy' can be ad-

mitted in this cafe.

To fave us the trouble, however, of proving that this

grant is vacated, Mr. Edwards has generoufly volun-

teered his fervices to prove that it is not. This proof
will now be examined. " There was, fays he, only one
point of time, in which it is even fuppofed the church
niemberflup of infants was fet afide j and that was
when tlie Gentiles were taken into a viiible church
iV..te."

Here Mr. Edwards is thought to have ftumbled upoa
the very threfhold. He has taken for granted, what
cannot be admitted without the moft clear and une-
quivocal proof ; that is, that the apoftles and difci-

ples of Jefus, with their Mafter at their head, did not
conftitute a new clur<h^ purely upon gofpel principles,

but that they were incorporated \A\.\\ the old Jewiih

church, and conducted in all things agreeably to its

unalterable corfituticn. Nothing in our view can be
farther from the truth than this fentiment. It ftands

condemned by all the fadts recorded in the New Tefta-

ment. But having treated this fubject more at large

in a preceding part of this work, the reader is referred

to that for proof of what is here alTertei.* It is fufii-

cient here to fay. If Chrift, with more than feventy dif-

ciples, acting by his authority, totally independent of
the Jewiih church and its leaders, did not cdttftitute the

Chrillian church, we can have no idea of its exillence

• «ce Sed. IV.

X
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at any otbcr period. To fay that Chrift and his diict-

pies were united as members of that old church ever

after Jefus commenced his public miniftry, and called

thefe difciples to follow him as their head and leader,

would be to contradi<^ the whole hiftory of fa^ls re-

corded by the Evangeliils.

Mr. Edwards fuppofes the " moft carnal Jew that

ever fat in the regions of darknefs could not give a

more frigid account of circumcifion than Mr. Booth

has done." k is believed he would be puzzled to find

a Jew, either in the regions of darknefs or light, when
Chrift wns upon earth, or at any period fmce, who
^vould acknov/ledge with him that the Jewifh and

Chriftian churches are the fame. No ; they know
that they and their fathers hated and oppofed Jefus of

Nazareth and his doctrine j that they perfecuted him
and his followers. Yet Mr. Edwards tells us, that « the

firft Gentiles of whofe calling we read ar-e faid to have

been added to the church ; but there was no church

exifting to which they could be added, but the ancient

Jew'tpJ churchy of which all the apoftles and difciple^s of

our Lord were members." Is there another man upon

eartk that can believe this ? that can entertain fuch a

degrading thought of Jefus and his difciples, as not to

acknowledge them to be the true gofpel church ? We
know that the Jewiih priefts and people difowned them,

aiid treated them as the enemies of their church ; but

who would have ever thought that a man, profeffing to

be a Chriftian minifter, could be fo attached to the old

Jewifli fyft^m, as to deny Chrift and his difciples the

honour of compofing and conftituting the neiv ChriflJuH

church ! I^et every perfori who can read the New Tef*

tament, read it carefully and prayerfully, and fee if he

can find a fingle hint in the whole account, that ever

the apoftles and difciples of Jefus were in any fenfe

eonne^led with that church, after they became the fol-

lowers of Chrift. Mr. Edwards fays, thefe « apoftles

and difciples were members of the ancient Jewifii

church." The evangelift John fays. The Jews had

at^rad already^ thai if <my man did confers that he was th^
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r.t^nfii hefiouli he put erit of theJytiagogue,* Did not the

apoftles and difciples confefs Chrift openly ? Or did

they diffeinbie, and fa keep their place in the Jewifh

church ? "We leave the dilennma to Mr. Edwards and

his friends.

Will the apoftles of Jefus thank Mr. Ed\vards for

afTociating them with his " deadly enemies }" Or im-

plicitly charging them with the duphcity of the Fhari-

fces, who are faid to believe on him, but who I'oved the

praife of men more than the praife of God, and there-

fore did not confefs him openly ? The Jews were fo

far from acknowledging Chrill: and his followers as be-

ifig meml^ers of their church, that they exultingly told^

the man whom Jefus had reftored to his fight, Tkcu art

his drjcifle, hut ive are Mofi/ difciples. We knoiu that

Godfpah ufito Mofes : cisfr thisfelhwy ivekmw notfrem
whence he is.\

It would not help Mr. Edwards's argument to fay,

that the Jewilh church now confifted of fuch only aa

embraced Chrift and his do£trine. This would but

deceive his readers ; for this was not the Jewifli, but

the gofpel church. This was compofed of converts from

Judaifm to Chriftianity. But if Judaifm and Chriftianity

are the fame, it would be nonfenfe to talk of being

converted from one to the other. For a Jew to be-

come a Chrifcian, a nr.uch greater alteration was necef-

fary than merely to change his *' clothing" and " di-

et^ '", (p. 46, 48) his heart mufr be changed, or he
would be no better than a Judas.

For Mr. Edwards therefore to prove that male in-

fants hud a right to memberfliip in the Jewifli church,

is proving what nobody denies j and will afford no
fupport to his argument, unlefs it can be proved, that

tl^ two churches are one and the fame. This he hai

indeed aflferted, but has given no fufficient proof oi it.

Nor v/ill any man who is inquiring after truth be fatif-

hed by h^tving it proved, that there were fome points

of agreement ; fome analogy between the two churches.

It muft be proved, that Chrift and his difciples did

anally unite with the old Jewifh church, and became

* John is. aa. f John ix, %%, 19.
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one with that body, or elfe his argument will prove
nothing to the point in difpute.

Nor will it help his caufe to fay, " that the right of

infants in that church was neier fet afide either by God
or man." The queftion is not, whether infants were
admitted to the Jewiih church, but whether Chrift has

inftituted the memberlhip of infants in the gofpel

church. Let this be proved, and the difpute will be

at an end.

Mr. Edwards feems willing to let go every body and
every thing which belonged to that church, but the

member (liip of infant?. He acknowledges that the

jreat body of that " church were, upon the whole, the

deadly enemies of Chrift and his do(Strine •," that
** feveral inftitutions did ceafe, and fome new ones were
ordained," but his darling point was not affecHied. (p.

4C, 62.) How wonderful it is, that in this general

'Wreck, he fhould be fo fortunate as to fave the mem-
berfhip of infants. Not only to fecure it in its ancient

form, but to extend it to females as well as males. He
had indeed anticipated this difficulty, in carrying for-

ward his famenefs of member(]:ip. But what are the

greateft mountains before fuch a Zerubbabel ? They
are at once levelled to a plain. He acknowledges that

women, (the antithefis required him to have faid, fe-

male infants) were not admitted into the Jewifh church

by any initiating rite, and concludes, *' that whereas

the church ftate among the Jews incKided males both

a.dult and infant, fo to the Gentile church, together

with theie, there is^ by the cxprefs order of Gad) the fuper-

addition of females." But pray, fir, does this exprefs

trder of Gii include female infants \ Or does it in-

clude only believing women ? If there be any " ex-

prefs order of God" 'refpccting female infants in the

New Tellament, <Xo, in your great wifdom, be fo good as

to point us to it. If Mr. Edwards knovys of any exprefs

$rder of God, he can have no difficulty in pr.Tenting it

to our complete conviction.

"We know that believing nuomen are exprefsly men-
tioned ; but this doei nothing to eftibliOi his argument.

It is fai<i of the Samaritans, that nvhen th?\ heiicved J'h'ii'.p
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preaching fhe ihlv.gs ccncerning the kbigdcm of God\ and the

name of Jefus Chri^y they ivere baptized both men and
women. Here we have expreJfa mention of women, but
not of children.

It will appear, lio doubt, fo the candid reader, that to

prove fhe exiftence of any right under the JewiHi

difpenfation, is not to prove the exiftence of the

fame right under the gofpcl difpenfation ; the quaiili-

cations for member/hip under the latter, being fo ver^

diS^erent from thofe required by the former, that no
plea of right can be argued from one to the other. It

might as well be argued, that becaufe a fmall borough
in the county of Cornwall in England has a right to

feivi a member to the BritiOi parliament, therefore a

town containing the fame number of inhabitants in

MaiTachufetts has a right to fend a member to Con-
grefs.

We will now proceed' to Mr. Edwards's proof that

:.e memberfhip of infants was carried forward into-

the Gentile church. His firft argument is taken from
Matt. xxi. 43. « Therefore fay I unto ycu, that the

kingdom of God (hall be taken from you, and given to

a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof." The quef-

tion here is, what Was taken from the Jews, and what
was given to the Gentiles ? Was it the old Jewifh

church privileges ? or, was it the gofpel difpenfation,

which Chrifl called the kingdom of God ? V/hat did

John mean when he thus addrelTed the Jews who at-

tended his m'iniftry, Repent^ for the hingdufi of God is at

hand ? Did he meari that the Jewifh church ftate wa5
at hand } This would agree with Mr. Edwards's defi-

nition. Mull it not be nianifeft to every candid n^iind

that he meant the gcfpel difpenfation, containing the

fpiritual kingdom of Chrift ?'

It may be afked how this could bef taken from them,
anlefs they firft had it. We anfwer, this kingdom -ivas

mmong them^ although it did not come by obfervation.

The gofpel with all its privileges \*as firft publiOied to

fhe Jews. And notwithftanding th^y had delivered

Chrift to be. crucified, yet he commanded his difciples,
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after he rofe fi'om the dead, to preach reperjtunce and
remiilion of tins to all nation s^ beginning at 'JeruJaUm.

Here they began ; and on the day ot" pentecoffc

three thoufand ibuls were converted, and added to the

fhurch. We appeal to the confcientious, (and we be-
lieve there are many Inch among the Pa^dobaptiftsj)

whether the church here snentioned was the old Jew-
iil) church, or the body of believers which had been
coUe<fled under the perfourd miniftry of Chrift ? The
latter mud be admitted •, nor can we think there would
be a diiTenting voice. But to admit this, woultl ruin

Mr. Edv.'-ards's v/hole plan. For he has no other fup-

port for the membership of infants but what is de-
rived from tiie union of thefe two churches.

The reader will now look at his explanation. ** The
taking of the kingdom, faith he, from the Jews and
giving it to the Gentiles^, denotes ; I. The ceafing of a

regular church flate among the Jews. And this ac^

tually took place, by the deftrutftion of fome, and the

difperiion of others who did not receive the Lord Jefus

Chrift as the fent of God ; while thofe who did receive

him were at length removed from Judea, and by de-

grees loll: the name of Jew, in that of Chriftian." (p.

47.) This account looks pretty plauiible j but it has

one very efiential defect. It happens, to dil'agree in

almoft every point with matter of fadl ; for inftead of

the deftruction and difperfion of the Jews at the fetting

up of the gofpei church, it was the Chriftians that were
difperfed and fcattered abroad by the perfecutiou of the

Jews.* "Thofe who did not receive the Lord Jefus

Chrift," at this time, and for many years after, remained
in the fame churcli order as before the appearance of

Chrift. Nor is it fa<St, tliat the name of jeiu was loft:

in that o.f Chrijiian. That nanie and that church ftill

continued for nearly thirty years after the disciples

iverefrj} called Chrisiiax'S at Antioch.

It U'ould feem by this confufed ftatement which Mr,
Edwards has made, that the change from Judaifm to

Chriftianity was very gradual j that it took nearly forty

• Aft? vi»». r
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years to bring It about. That the Chriftians were

united with the Jews all the time until their difperfion,

(p. 47.) Nor was the change, according to him, of any

confequence when it had taken place. It conlifted prin-

cipally in the abolition of a few Jewifh rites, and the

adoption of others in their room, both meaning the

fame thing :
<< for rituals are to a church, as diet and

ornaments are to a man." (p. 48.) Thefe do not ^^tn-

tially alter him.

Mr. Edwards argues fecondly from Rom. xi. 23, 24.

from the breaking oif of the Jews from the olive tree 5

and the grafting in of the Gentiles. His explanation

of this figurative paiiage is as follows. " 1 . The olive

tree is to denote a viiible church flate. 2. The Jews

are faid to be natural branches, becaufe they defcended

from Abraham, to whom the proraife was made : / iiill

he a God to thes^ audio thy feed. 3. The Gentiles were

brought into the fan^ie church flate from which the Jews

were broken off," &jC.

Upon the above we obferve—If the breaking off of

the Jews from the olive tree denoted the dilTolution of

their church ftate, then the fa£ts will not correfpond

with each other \ for the Gentiles were grafted into

the Chriftian church long before the. viiibility of the

Jewifh church ceafed.

The periecution and martyrdom ofStephen, appears to

have taken place the fame, or the year following the cru-

cifixion of our Lord. On this perfecution it is faid the

church w is all fcattered abroad, excepting the apoftles.

Was this the old Jewiih church that was perfecuted ?

If fo, we afk who perfecuted them ? Did the few

Chriftians perfecute the whole Jewiih church and fcat-

ter them ? What abfurdities follow upon admitting the

arguments of our opponents. This perfecution was over-

ruled for the fpread of the gofpel among the Gentiles.

Philip went down to Samaria. Saul was converted

at Damafcus and began to preach ; and not long after

there was a church planted at Antioch in Syria. From
this, Paul and Barnabas were fent into Ada Minor..

W^x^ they found fome of tkeir countrymen, and en-.
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deaTonre<J Ik)' convince them that Jefus was the Meiliah,

Some believ-ed, but the greater part oppofed and bhf-

phemed. Thm Paul atid- Barnabas tvaxed bold and

Jhidy It nvas mcejfary that the ivord of God /fjouldJtrfl kove

been fpoken to you ; hut feeing ye put it from yvUy andjudge ^

your/elves univorthy of evcrlafling life^ lo, ive turn to the

Gentiles ,• forfo hath the Lord commanded us,* In this way
it appears, that the kingdom of God was taken from
the Jews and given to the Gentiles.

Upon the olive tree Mr. Edwards obferves, " 3.

The Gentiles were brought into the fame church fbite

from which the Jews were broken ofF/* The objeifi of

this ftatement is eafily difcerned. It is made, no doubt>

to fave the memberfhip of infants. He h^s no difBcul-

ty in admitting that t\)\s fame churchfate is altered in

almoft every thing elfe. But the memberfhip of in-

fants muft be retained, " althongh we have no proof of

its continuance, nnlefs we are plainly told to the con-

trary." But this whole ftatement appears to be erro-

neous.

li ihe good *^ oUiyetree is to denote a vifible churcli

ftate," the wild olive tree muft denote the fame.

The antithefis certainly requires this conftruclion. But
was there any thing among the Gentiles at this time
which might be called a church ftate ? We can form
no fuch idea. The Gentiles were confidercd as branch-

es of one tree before believing, and of another aften

Thefe t\vo trees are both called olives^ and diftinguifhed

©nly by their qualities ; the one a good, the other a

wild oHve. By the good olive tree, therefore, we rather

rtiink Chrift himfelf is intended. If fo, it maybe
sUkcjd, how can it be faid, that the unbelieving Jews
were branches, (as they muft have been in fome fenfe)

fir they could not be broken off ? We scnfwer, They
^ere fo confidered, in confequence of their vifible pro-

feffion. As a nation, they profefted to be his people.

The believing fpiritual branches continued in Chrift ;

and were, under his immediate direiTtion, formed into 2

fpiritual church in vifible gofpel order, and the unbe-
lieving branches cut off and rejected. This reprcfenta^

* A<a9 xiii. 46, 47,
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tion agrees with Chrift's own words in the fittfenth

chapter of John. I aw^ faith he, the true vine ; my
Father is the hiijhandman. Every branch in me that bear-

eth notfruit he taketh aivay ,- attcl tvery branch that btaf"

eth fruity he purgeth it, that it may bringforth morefruit.

Here are two kinds of branches, and both faid to be

in Chrift ; one barren, the other fruitful. The fruit-

lefs branches were in him only by profelTion ; the

fruitful branches were united to him by a living faith

and onenefs of nature.

By the ivild ofive tree, v^e think the apoftle meant to

reprefent Adam, as the original ftock from whence all

the human family fprang ; and all who are not by the

Spirit of God grafted into Cbrift the true olive, ftill

ftand in this wild or natural itock.

Chrift is the holy roct, which fapplies the branches with

all the real hollnefs they poffefs. From him each living

member will forever draw lap and nouriihment. The
apoflles were the.Jirj}fruits of Chrift's perfonal miniftry \

they were made holy hj virtue of their union with him.

If thefirffruits, faith the apoftle, be holy, the lump alfs

nvill be holy* As the firft fruits were accounted a

pledge of the future harveft, fo were thefe firft converts

coniidered as a fample of the church, which ffiould be

gathered under the miniftry of the word. But to con-

fider Abraham as the root^ as many do, is to place the

branches upon a very incompetent ftock. Good man !

all the real holinefs he ever iiad, was derived from him
who is the Root and Offspring of David : nor couid

he communicate the fmalleft degree of that to his pof-

terity. Abraham, like the wife virgins, had no oil to

impart.

It was unbelief that firft procured the excifion of the

Jewifti branches. This v/as the caufe of the gofpel's

being taken from them, and given to a nation bringing

forth the fruits thereof. The Gentiles . individually

ftand in this olive tree by. faith. An unbelieving Gen-

tile can no more ftand in. the good olive tree than an

unbelieving Jew. And they alfojif they abide notf\ill in un-

belief Jhall be grafted in : for God is able to graft them in

again. It hence follows^ that neither Jew iior Gentile



24^ APPENDIX

cian have any union with the good olive tree, but hj
faith.

If fome unbelievers were broken off, no reafon can bs
aiiigned why any liiould be retained. If none were re-

tained but real believers (which we have every reafon

to fuppofc was the cafe) then infants were not retained,

as they are not believers, by Mr. Edwards's own con-

ceifion. All his arguing thei-efore from this paflage

will be of no avail, unlefs he can prove, that notwitli-

ftanding fome unbelievers were broken off, yet ftill a
vafi: proportion were retained. The idea is almoft too

abfurd to cxift, even in fuppolition. The refiec^ting

reader will here a£k. Did not infants and minors make
a large proportion of Jewifli branches which were
broken off ? Is it not faid exprefsly, that the Gentiles

^^ho are grafted in,J^aml byfaith P But Gentile infants

have no faith ; hov/ then do they ftand in this good
olive tree .'*

It is worthy of obfervation, that the Gentiles are fai<l

to be grafted in contrary to nature. It is fo, in almoft every

fenfe. The whole of religioa is contrary to our de-

praved natures ; but more efpecially in the following

things. 1. We never graft a felon but upon the prin-

ciple of its being better than the ftocL into which it Is

fet. 2. The fcion, though grafted into another ftock,

''\vid. nouri'hed hy it, ftill retains its own nature, and-

bears its ov/n fruit. 3. A bafe ftock is rendered valu-

able, in confequence of the good fruit produced by the

engrafted part. Bur ift grafting in the Gentiles, all is

re^rerfed. Thsy are not chofen on account of their own
excellency, but on Chrift's account. By being grafted

into this holy frock, their nature is fo changed, thar

they bring forth the fruits. of liolinsfs. They add noth--

ing to the effential valiw of the ftock into- which they
are grafted, but receive all theii" real excellence from it.

Before we difirtifs this argument it may be proper to»

anfwer one or two obje^tions^ 1. If Civrift be intended

by the olive tre??, why does the apoftle call the unbe-
lieving Jews, vfho could have no real intereft in him,
natural hroixches ? A '.ifwe r : Tliefe JcvVS had no real

iq|«r«ft in him' 5 but ;« they profeJtd to be his peopk.
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tli«y were confidered as natural branches ; that is, it

was much more natural to fuppofe, that the Jews who
had the oracles of God committed to them, and confe-

quently were better informed refpeiSting the Mefiiah,

iliould believe on him, than the idolatrous Gentiles, who
had not thefe advantages. 2. If Chrift be intended by this

figure, why does the apoftle, fpeaking of the Jews, call

him their oivji olive tree ? Anfwer : He was their oivn^

as it rtfpecled his human nature. He defcended from
the fcock of Abraham, and was a Branch ijohich fprang

from thejJem of Jeffe. In this fenfe he was " bone of
their bone, and' flefh of their flelh.'* Hence Pilate

when addreffing him called the Jews his own nation*

** Thine own nation and the chief priefts have delivered

th^e to me " This mode of expreffion is frequently

made ufe of by Chriftians when praying for the con-

verfion of the Jev/s, '< That they may embrace their own
Meffiah." In this fenfe it is faid, He came to his own
and hii own received him not. Thefe, notwithftanding

tlieir profeffion, were not his own in any faving fenfe j

they were not the children of God. If God were your

Fatheri faid Jefus, ye would bve me ; for Iproceeded forth
^nd caniefrom God, Thefe were not fpirltuai, but natU'

ral hrancbes only.

Ev^ry believing Gentile has great reafon to be hum-
bled under a fenfe of the divine goodnefs. It would
rily become them to boafJ: againfi: the Jewifli branches j

and fbould they, they would neither bear nor fuflain the

root, but the root them.
One obfervation {hall clofe cur remarks on this ar*

j:\unent of IVir. Edwra'ds. It is this : If the Jews were
broken off becaufe of unbelief, it is perfe^lly inconfiftent

to fuppofe that they will ever be grafted in agrin while

remaining in the {',\mQ ftate. Therefore no Ibppoiition

can be admitted, that their engrafture will be national 5

or even by families, including a few believers, and many
unbelievers. Such a fentiment can neither be fupport*

ed by reafon, nor by any thing which tlite apoftle hs^s

faid in this epiftle. The penitent Jews will undoubted-
ly come as indi^widuals, as all others do who embrace the

Saviour. For rehgion is at all times perfonal 5 no one
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can believe for another, any more than they can be fa-

ved for another. But when the Chriftian church fliall

travail in birth for this dear negledied people, vre may
hope that many fpiritual children will be born among
them. But even then it may be aflced, Shall the earth be

made to bringforth in a day ? Or Jhall a nation be born at

9tjce ? Ifai. Ixvi. 8.

Mr. Edwards argues, thirdly, from Rom. xi. 17. **And

if fome of the branches be broken off," Sec. This text

he endeavours to render fubfervient to a number of

conclufions drawn from his preceding argument. The
whole ftrength, therefore, of what is laid under this

head, is predicated upon that. Hence, if we have inval-

idated his arguments under that head, his conclufions

under this will fall of courfe.

The entire force of thefe argumetits taken together,

refts upon this abfurd and falfe hypothecs, namely, that

while the great body of the Jewifh church, including

adults and iafants, was broken off, fome believing adults,

together with their unbelieving offspring, were contin-

ued. But this is taking for granted the very point in

difpute •, which is, whether any unbelievers, either

adults or infants, ftill retained their ftanding in the good

olive tree ; or were admitted, as fuch, to the privileges

of the Chriftian church. The account which we have

already given in this work* of the gathering of the firft

Chriftian church, muft, we think, convince every un-

prejudiced mind, that it was compofed of individual be-

lievers only. The falfity of Mr. Edwards's arguments

v/ill be fully perceived by all who take the pnins to com-
pare them with the facts recorded in the New Tefta-

ment. He has ftated his conclufion as follov/s : " The
text informs us, that fome of the branches were broken

off, and if only fome, then not all, and that remnant
continuing in theirformer Jlate conftituted the ftill exiil-

ing church of God." (p. 54.) It here needs only to

remove what is falfe, and this conclufion lofes all its

^orce againft the Baptifts. The falfehood hes in this

member of the fenterce ; "And that remnant continuing

ifl theirf$rmerJlatef* &c. By iht\rformerJiate is meant,

* Scj: ScA. III.
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that they continued Ibme of all defcriptions believers

and unbelievers, parents, children, and lervants bought
with money ; for this was their former ftate, yea, their

primitive ftate. This we have denied, and think we
have proved it untrue. We (liall maintain this ground
until proof is made out that feme were retained in the

good olive tree belides behevers. This fentiment is the

very ground work of his fcheme. It runs through and
forms the centre of all his arguments. Hence the re-

moval of this, unhinges his vvhole plan.

We proceed to Mr. Edvvard&'s fourth argument,
founded on Eph. ii. 14. " For he is our peace, who
kath made both one, and hath broken down the mid-
dle wall of partition between us."

From this palTage, he informs his readers, the fame
conclufions muO: be drawn as from .the preceding.

1. " That the Jewifh church continued as before,

tnd w?.s not difiolved at the calling of the Gentiles."

This may be true 5 but what is this to the argument ?

The papal church continued as before, and was not dif-

folved at the fetting up of the proteftant church. Thefe
Gentile converts had no more to do with the old Jew-
ifli church, than v/e have with the church of Rome.

2. " That the Gentiles were not formed into a new
church, becaufe the breaking down of a partition united

them to the Jewiih church, and made them one'^

That the Gentiles were not formed into a new church
is true. But it is not true, if we can underftand the

Bible, that they were united to the old Jewiih church 5

nor to any other which bore the name of a Jewiih
church ; but to the dilciples of Chrift, or Chriftian

ckurch. This was indeed formed of believing ]q\^s^

but of fuch only as feparated n-om the old Jewifli

church. Mr. Edwards adds,

3. " That infants were in a£lual memberfliip.in that

church to which the Gentiles Vvcre united." No, Mr.
Edwards, this cannot be admitted. Your concluiion is

built on falfe premifes. You adduce it from this poflu-

latum. That a part of the old Jev/ifh church, ccniifting

of believers and unbelievers, conftiiuted that body to

which the Gentile converts were added. This, it is be-

Y
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lievcd, has no foundation In truth, and caa be fupported

only by your fophiCtical reafoning.

The union between Jews and Gentiles, fpoken of in

this text, was not between them generally, but only be-

tween believers. The Jcwifh church flood as far aloof

from the Gentiles as ever.

Had Mr. Edwards duly confidered the verfe follow-

ing that from which he has drawn the above inferences,

and admitted the complete fenfe of the lart claufe,

it would have faved him, in all probability, one lialf

of his book. "We will here add it, fo that the reader

may compare it with his remarks. Havings faith the

apoftle, ahcl'ifhed in hisfiJJj the enmity^ even the law ofcotn-

inandrmnts ccntahied in ordinances^ for to make in himfelf

of tivain ONE new man, Jo making peace. Here the

apofHe ir.fonns us, that in order to effe^ this union,

the lav/ of ceremonial ordinances which characterized

tlie Jewi'h church Hate, and v/hich was the occadon of

perpetual enmity between them and the Gentiles, was

aboliihed in the fleHi of Chrift. Clrcumcifion waa a

principal caufe of this enmity. " The Jews reproached

and hated the Gentiles, as being uncircumcifed. The
Gentiles defpifed the Jews for being circumcifed,"* *2.

The text (hows us ivhere they were united, namely, in

himfelf i that is, in Chrift. There never has been any-

real union between Jews and Gentiles but in Jefus

Chrift. 3. The text alfo flows us the great end and

defign of their being united ; for to make of twain
ONE NEW MAN. By this new man^ the Chriftian

church is undoubtedly intended. No other fair con-

iirudrtion, we conceive, can be put upon the words.

Docs this language correfpond with the fentiment we

are' oppofing ? Can any man believe the old Jewifti

church was intended ? That what the apoftle calls a

new ;.r;fl;?,was not really fo •, but only the old one a little

altered in his " clothing, ornaments and diet," but

.y identically the fame V^ Is it not plain, that by this

metaphorical language, the apoftle prefents us with a

-^iew of the NewTeftamcnt Chrillian church, compofcd

.5i>lv of believing Jews and Gentiles ? For in Chrifl

* VIJ. Poole's Expof. in I»c.
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J^/usf there is mithir Jt'iv iwr Gteeh ; but all beligxers

QiXt one in him. It hence appears, that the apoftle was

very far from the fcheme which Mr. Edwards advocates.

He appears not to have entertained the nioft dift^nt

idea, that the Chriftian church (when compared with

the Jewiih) was the fame man with only his *< clothes

changed," but a nezv nmri : created in Chrift to good

works. The reader will now judge, whether the love

of hypothelis has not carried ihe Author of " Candid

Reafons," &c. wide of the truth.

In the conclufion which Mr. Edwards draws frona

the preceding arguments, he makes this remark—" If a

law could be found in the New Teftament to repeal

that which had been eftablilhed in the Old, I grant

freely, that all that has been faid on the four paCages

of fcripture, v.'ould fignify nothing." (p. 5S.) The only

queftion of importance here is this ; Is tlat law, which,

by the ftxttement of this writer, gave infants a \ifible

ftanding in the church, repealed hi the New Tellanieni:,

or is It Piill in force ? "Was there any lav^ pilar to, or

independent of the law of circumcifion, which g.ivj

them this right ? If fo, let it be pointed out. If in-

fants had a right to memberfhip independent of circur-i-

cilion, it would have continued, whether they were cir-

cumcifed or not. If their right refted wholly upon cir-

cumcifion, then it muil ftand or fall with that infticu-

tion. A right which depends on a particular law, can-

not exifl; any longer than that law remains in force.

The queftion then comes to this fingle po':iu. Is cir-

cnmciiion abolilhed in the New Teftament, or is it

not } We prefume no perfon will pretend it has. ar.y

place in the gofpel church. On what then,we alk, does

the right of infants depend ? We fhall probably be told,

on the divine declaration, " / wi// he a God to thee^ aud

to th'^ jeed after thee'* If this promifc contains a prior

right, and v^^hich exifts independently of circumciGorijit

will undeniably foliov/, that uncircumcifed infants, ac

thofe that are unbaptized, (land in covenant relation to

God. If this be true, then the children of thofe be-

lieving parents who deny infant haptifm, ftand intereft-

ed in this proniife^ as really as thofe who are inidated
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according to the inrcitution. The parent may, indeed,
be chargeable with fome negle6^ of duty ; but this can-
not invalidate the claim of the child, nor make tkt

promlfe of God of none cffeEl.

Neither Mr. Edwards, nor any other writer on that
fide of the controverfy, has attempted to trace th«
right of infants further back than the covenant of cir-

cumciHon. They feem by common confent to leavt

them for two thouiand years before, to the mercy of
God, without any covenant relation, or any initiatmg

rite. If infant memberihip had no exigence but in con-
nexion with circumcilion, it is diiTicult to fee, when
this has ceafed, how that can be continued. To us it re-

quires fome nev/ law, under a difpenfation every way
different, to fnpport and continue it in exiftence.

As an auxiliary to infant memberfhip, Mr. Edwards
firgues from their bringing children to Chrift ; and
endeavours to make it appear that this affords evidencs

C'f their belonging to the church. He does not pretend,

as mOiC X tcauutipmiii u\j, Lii.iL cjjL>„Y .. ^- ^ i-...'^.. ... ^yj

him to be baptized, but fuppofes " it is moft likely they

were brought to receive the benediction of Chrift.

Matt. x. 16." (p. 67.)

The bringing of thefe children to receive Chrift's

l)lefiing, affords no more evidence of their belonging to

the church, than for the mother of Zebedec's children,

to aflc the privilege for her two fons to fit, the one on
Chrift's right hand the other on his left, in his kingdom,

was evidence that they belonged to the Jewilh church.

For whatever reafons tlieie children were brought

to Chrift, one thing is certain ; that is, that it was

not a common thing. This appears to be a folitary

inftance. The conduct: of the difciples in forbidding

them, is full proof of this aftertion. Neither the iim-

ple account ftated by the evangelifts, nor Mr. Edvt-nrds's

laboured gloffary, afford any iiuisfaiSlory evidence that

they were brought, or bleffed, on account of their re-

lation to the church, nor that they were at this time, or

any time after, baptized.

The evangelifts affi^jn at moft but two reafons for

their bringing thefe children to Chrift j one is, that
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he would lay his hr.nds on them Tiud pray •, the other,

that he vould blels them : probably both meant the

fame thin_s:. As the aft of bringing them had no con-

nexion with their being church members, nor any thing

which Chrift did particularly applicable to them as fuch,

ve leave the account juft as we find it Itated in the

fcriptures, and acknowledge we know no Ciore about it

than what is there recorded.

We muft beg the reader's indulgence while we juft

notice Mr. Edwards's argument from Acts ii. S8, 59.

*« Then Peter faid unto them, Repent and be baptized,

every one of you, in the name of Jefus Chrift, for the

remillion of Tins, and ye ihall receive the gift of the Ho-
ly Ghoft. For the promdfe is to you and to your cIhI-

dren, and to all that are afar o_T, even as many as the

Lord our God (hall call " From this text Mr. Edwards
argues that the phrafe. " to ycuy at.d to rcur d.ilJrcn^ in-

tends adults and inflints."

Upon this we obferve, if the promife mentioiurd

tn this text be not limited by their rtfe7ifh/g, or by

this claufe, as many as the Lord Gur God /hall i\iil^ it

muft be confidered as unlimited. If limiLed as above,

then it can embrace none but fuch as are wuq pefiitdnts,

iiich as are called of God, by an holy calling. In this way
it will abfolutely exclude infants, until they are tlie fub-

je(Sts of repentance. If taken in an uidimited {^nWy it

will prove that all the children of believers iliall receive

remiftion of fins, and the gift of the Holy Glioft. In

this it v/ill prove too much, and fo deftroy i:felf totally.

Mr. Edwards here means to apply it to the promife in

the 17th chapter of Genefis made to Abraham and his

{eed. But if this be the promdfe intended by the apof-=

tie, it will include ail the feed of Abraham as well as

the infants of believing adults. For Mr. Edwards ha^

before told us, that that promife was as " maich to his

{^Qd as to him." Rtptntingy and being caHed of Goj^
then, are out of the queftion ! O no, not wholly fo. I

faid, rephes Mr. Edwards, it " intends adults and in-

fants." By adults, Sir, I conclude you mean, that pa-
rents cannot be admitted' without repentance, and bei:;^-

called of God j but upon their believing, their infix..

Y 2
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offspring come Into the immediate poffeflion of a right

founded in the promife made in the covenant of circum-
cifion. This, we conclude, will be granted. It would
be defirabie here to know whether Mr. Edwards means
to apply this promife to the children of believers indef-

initely, or to infants only. The apoftle fays, to you and
to your children ; Mr. Edwards fays, to adults and infants.

We will ftate a cafe, and a very probable one too, and
fhould be g:?.d of a candid anfwer to it : it is this. At
the age of fixty, two perfons,who are the parents of a

numerous family, are brought to repentance : they ap-

ply to Mr. Edwards to be admitted to the privilei^es of

the Chriftian church. They have a number of chil-

dren of different ages, from thirty-five, down to twenty-
one ; but no infants. Will he addrefs them in the lan-

guage of the cpoftle, and tell them, the prom iff is to yo//,

£ind to your children ; and on this ground admit them
all to baptifm 1 We very much doubt it. The prac-

tice of Paedobaptiil-s generally tells us, the^ would not.

But on what principle can thefe children be refufed .''

The promife is to you and to your children. Thefe
are as m^uch their children, as if they were infants of

only eight days old. The apodle has ufed the term
children, without any limitation as to age. If the right

be founded in this, that their parents are believers, then

a perfon of fifty years old may claim this right for him-
felf, with as much propriety as any could have chal-

lenged it for him when he was in a ftate of infancy.

We will fuppofe one cafe more, and one which fre-

quently occurs : it is this. The parents of a family, at

the age of about forty-five, are brought to embrace the

gofpel : they hive children of every grade, from eight

days old, lip to more than twenty years. We wilh ta

know whether they all are to be received to member-
ihip on their parents* account ^ If not, what age dif-

qualifies them from coming ? If they may be received

on their parents' account at the age of twenty, we fee

nothing to forbid them at twenty-five, at thirty, at

forty ; yea, at any age while their parents live to fupport

their claim. If the pronnfe in the text gives any of

l^ocljikhcn of believers a right tpm^mt>v'rf5 ip wijtUQ»4
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repentance, or being called of God, it gives them all

9 right.

However abfurd thefe things may appear, they are

but the fair legitimate confequences of Mr. Edwards's

argument. There is but one way for him honourably

to clear himfelf, and that is, now to prove that tekna
means only infants of a certain age, and not children

generally. This we think he will find rather difficult.

His conclullon from the pafTage is, " that infants, are

placed in the fame relation to baptifm, as they were of

old to circumchion." (p. 71.) That rite placed luicir-

cumclfed infants, and uncircumcifed adults ail upon one
footing as to right. It alio placed Abraham's fervants

upon the fame level with his natural {qqA.

On the whole, this argument l]:>un out of the proralfe

made in the covenant of circumciiion, is one oi the

moil: fingular that we ever attempted to trace. It poi-

feffes certain elaftic qualities, by which it is rendered
capable of being extended or contracted, fo as to fuit

the convenience of the perfon who ufes it. Viewed
in its fulled: extent, and it proves the right of fervants

as well as children j in this it proves too much for the

purpofes of infant niemberihip. Viewed in a limited

ienfe, and it will fupport only the right of males ; in

this it proves too little, and of courfe makes no proviiion

for females. Yet upon the whole, it provesjuii enough
to fecure the right of infants, both males and females,

and no more.

Let us now for a moment review the paflage, in or-

der to afcertain the plain fenfe of the apoftle. « Then
Peter faid unto them, Repent and be baptized, every one

afyuu.^' That he did not mejjn infants is plain, from
reafon, and from Mr. Edwards's own concefiion ; who
fays, that " faith and repentance are never required of
infants, in order to any thing." But he required re-

pentance of the fame perfons, that he called upon tQ be
baptized in the name of Jefus Chrifl. To fay, that h^
called on adults to repent and be baptized, and at thq
fame tim^ to bring all their impeaitent children to thq
ordinance, appears to be a conftrudtion too unnatural
and forced. The apoftle adds, And yejhall receive the
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gift of the Holy Ghojl, If he incliidcd all the children of

believers, did he engage the gift of the Holy Ghojl to

them all ? For^ faith he, the pr^mfe is to youy and to your

children^ and to all that are afar ojfy even as many as the

Lord our Godfhall call. Is it not plain to every one,

that the lafl: fentence is here defigned as a limiting

claufe ; and that there would be as much propriety in

leaving it out in every inftance, as In one ? We ought

either to read it thus

—

The promife is to yo:i<t and to your

children ) and to all that are afar offy and fo con fid er it

as being univerfal ; or elfe connetS this limiting claufe

with each fubje^l mentioned in the text. If the latter

be true, it v/ould be underftood thus, The promife is to

you, who now appear to be true penitents ; it will

equally embrace your children, v*^heaever they become
penitent ; and alfo the Gentiles v.-ho are afar off, even
as many of all as the Lord our God (liall call. But no
fuch thin,Gj as a promife to unbelieving children can be
inferred from this paffage. To fuppofe this, would be

to make the apoftle acV the part of a god-father, and
promife that thefe children fhould repent, and receive

lemifiion of fins, and the jyift of the Holy Ghoft, &c.

at feme future period. We cannot believe that the

apoftle ever triSed in this manner.

Mr. Edwards attempts to get ove"r the difficult v of

this limiting claufe in this way. <f As the apoftle, faith

he, extends the promife beyond the called ia the firft

claufe, we mud follow his example, and extend it be-

yond the called in the lafi; chufe—^Thus the promife

is to as many as the Lord our God fliall call, and to

their children." (p. 79.) It docs not appear that the

apoftle did extend the promife in the firft claufe beyond
the called. There is no evidence that he meant to ap-

ply the promife to children upon any other principle

than as he applied it to parents ; namely, upon their re-

penting and being baptized. The promife would as

naturally embrace impenitent parents as impenitent

children. On the wliole, this paftage muft be tortured,

or it will not fpeak a fingle v/ord in favour of infant

baptifna. Some very feufible and learned Pxdobaptifts
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have given it up, as affording no argument in favour of

their fentiment.

In what an undignified light does the fcheme of our
opponent reprefent the apoftle Peter. On the memo-
rable day of Pentecoft—fuch a day as had never been
/Ince time began, and probably fuch an one as will never
occur again while time lalh—the Holy Ghoft fent

dovvn from the -fended Saviour ! Peter ftanding in

the midft of three thoufand deeply diflrefTed perfon?

who were crying out, WhatJhall loe do ? To this earneft

inquiry, the holy apoftle is reprefented in this very ab-

furd light as telling them,- "that infants are placed in the

fame relation to baptifm as they were of old to circum-
cilion." (A fubje^l which they made no inquiry about>

and v/hich we prefume had not at this time come into

their thoughts.) Had the apoftle been as intent upon
infant baptifm as Mr. Edwards himfelf, we cannot fup-

pofe, at luch a time and to fuch an inquiry, he would
have given fuch an anfwer.

^'1 tht "^rt^Cfdif*'^ anini-advpr/inns. w.^ hav<a In a veiV

brief manner examined Mr. Edwards's pretended refur

tation of cur arguments againft infant baptifm, and have,

endeavoured to ihovv the inconclufivenefs of his reafon-

ing. In order to render his talk more eafy, he has

attempted, at the very outfet, to deprive us of thofe

great advantages which the fcriptures afford us in this

controverfy. But thefe will not be relin qui (lied. He
has alfo laboured abundantly to evade the force of thefe

arguments, by endeavouring to embarrai^ and perplex

them. But when difentangled from his fophiftical web,

they ftill appear correct and uninjured.

We have alfo conlidered the two leading arguments

in his prefent fyftem. In the iirft, he undertakes to

prove, that " God has inftituted in his church the

membennip of infants, and admitted them to it by a

religious rite." In his fecond argument, his object is

to prove the continuance of this right of member Ihip.

From thefe taken together, he infers the right of infants

to baptifm in the goi'pel church.

We have attempted to fnow the inconclufivenefs of

the fi'J^i by proving that the Jewilh and Chriftlan
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churches were not the fame : That therefore no infer-

ence can be drawn from one to the other refpe^Stiug any
pofitive inflitutlon.

With reference to ih^ feco7id, we have endeavoured

to fhow, that this right cannot be continued in confe-

quence of that law which gave it exiftence, unlefs con-

tinued according to that hiw : namely, that a law

obliging a parent to circumcife his male infants, cannot

bind him to baptize them, both male and female. That
whatever duties Trere enjoined by the Jewifh difpcnfa-

tion belonged to that difpcnfation ; and that whatever

duties are required by the gofpel difpenfation, are clear-

ly and particularly enjoined by it, and not left to be in-

ferred froai any thing elfe. This is especially the cafe

with wh;itever relates to pofitive inftitutions.

It will no'N be referred to the deciflon of the reader,

whether we have not demonftrated, in a manner too

plain to be denied, that the Chriftian church, coUc^^led

under the perfonal miniftry of Chrift and his apoftles,

was entirely diltinft from the Jewifh church and inde-

pendent of it. If fo, all Mr. Edwards's arguments,

founded on a contrary hypothefis, are unavailing. They
prove nothing but his own inconfiftency.

Having thus fhown that thefe two arguments, which
are the main pillars in Mr. Edwards's fyftem, are both

defeflive, and totally unable to fuftain the fuperftruc-

ture raifed over them ; v/e Ihall not trouble the reader

at prefent v/ith animadverflons on his othsr collateral

arguments, many of v/hich are but mere ramifications

of the fame. It is evident, that on thefe he placed his

main dependence. All his other arguments are de-

figned only to corroborate and ftrengthen thefe. Yea,
he tells us exprefsly, that " the v/hole defence of infants

refls on two arguments. ]. That God did conftitute

in his church the memberfliip of infants, and admitted

them to it by a religious rite. 2. That the right rf

infants was never taken away." (p. 8T.)

The lirft of thefe is adinited under certain qualifi-

cations with refpecfl: to the Jev/iHi church. Cut even

ia this, infants were not generally admitted by any re-
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liglous rite. It was only infints or a certain defcrip-

tion who were thus admitted.

With regard to the fecond, fliOuld we admit the

premifes, we muft deny the condufion. For though

this right had never been taken awaj, it would not be-

long to any other church than that to which it was

given. If this be the foundation on wliich " the de-

fence of infants refts," then it depends certainly on no
new additional grant made under the gofpel difpenfa-

tion \ of confequence, there can be no more in it now,
than was originally in it. If the whole defence of in-

fants refls on this, then no part of it can reft on any

thing elfe. This privilege can no more be enlarged

without fome fpecial a£t of the Lawgiver, than it can

be v.'holly taken away and difannulled Plence if this

right remain at all, it muft remain precjfely in its in*

llituted form, and no otherwife \ uniefs Ibme new law,

making an important alteration, can be produced.

What efFect Mr. Edwards's writings may have in ef-

tablifhing bis F2e(.lobaptift brethren, we pretend not to

fay i but we are perfuaded that fuch <« candid reafons"

as he has offered, v»dien Itript of their fcphiftical drefs,

will have little influence on the m.inds of real Baptifts.

We know of no one who has been brought by them to

** renounce the principles of Anti-pcedobaptifm ;" but

on the contrary, feveral have been broaght to embrace
them. His reafonings have produced the fame effects on
others, which he informs hia readers that Mr. Booth's

did on him.

If what we have ofFered to the reader in the prece-

ding pages be according to the oracles of truth, we
pray the great Head of the church to fucceed it for the

comfort and eftabliftiment of fuch, as are feeking,or con»

tendingfor the truths and for the conviction of fuch as

are advocating error.
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SECTION V.

Strictures en Two Difcourfes ott the Perpetuity and
Prov'tfton of GocVs gracious Covenant ivith jiibraham and
his feed. By Samuel Worcester, a. m. PaJ}or of
the Tabernacle Church in Sa/em.

l! OR the piety and talents of the Author of thefe

difcourfes, we entertain fentiments of refpe(Si:ful efteem.

And although we feel impelled to animadvert upon his

writings, we ihall ftill hold his perfon facred. We do
not blame him for endeavouring to defend his own fen-

timents, and guard his flock againft what he confiders

to be error. But from his former profeffions of candour,

we had no juft reafon to expert, that he would fo far

mifreprefent our known and avowed fentiments, as to

lead his readers to fuppofe, that we were deftitute both
of religion and common decency ; that we ** difplay

cur greateft zeal in making people believe, in too many
inftances, that going into the water will anfwer all the

purpofes of their prefent comfort, and of their eternal

falvation." (Note, p. 73.)

Had Mr. Worcefter contented himfelf, by proving to

demonftration every iota of his own plan, without in-

vading the right of others; his difcourfes might in all

probability have pafTed down the ftream of time un-

noticed. Such an attempt would have given no reafon-

able offence to any man living. But when he digrefles

from this point, for the purpofe of reprefcnting in an

unfriendly light the fentiments and pracftice of a nume-
rous body of Chriftians, who think they have at leaft

equal pretenfions to apoftolical purity of fentiment, we
muft view it with the deepeft rtgret.

The author of the difcourfes before us has commen-
ced the attack ; and if we do not miftake him, has im-

plicitly invited us to the conteft. If this be not his

meaning, we think he has at leaft fuperfeded the necef-

fity of an apology on our part, if we teft him by his own
principles. The paragraph to which we refer is in the

following words : " Any caufe or do£lrine which firinks

from the light of fair inveftigation, or will not endure
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the tcii of fcrlptiire arg^ument, certainly cannot be the

caulc of truth, r.or a dodlrine accortUng to godlinefs.

And thole who will be oiiended or hurt by a fiiir and
candid exhibition of lu-gument, and vindicaacn of ien-

timents in oppofition to their own, give the greateft

evidence that they are not contending, or concerned

for the caufe of truth, but only for the caufe of a par-

ty." (p. 78.) The common adage fays, " It is a poor
rule that will not work both ways."

If Mr. Worcefter meant to apply this to the Baptifts,

and fuppofe that they would ihrink from a fair fcrip-

tural invefligation of the fubje6f in difpute, he may be
aiTured he has miHaken the men whofe fentiments he
has attacked. No, let him and his brethren treat us in

this w^y, and I believe they will not find us to " fhrink

from the light of fair ijivefcigation." 1-^gt do v/e be-

lieve, that the Baptifts " will be offended or liurt by a

fair and r/z;;r/;W exhibition of argument." But, if inftead

of this, he iliall attempt to fiknce us by an oblique ref-

erence to the ghoftly ftory of Munfter, (v.'hich by the
way we were no more concerned in, than we -were in

i\i<i- '-witchcraft iti Sainn) or, to deter us from following

the example of our bieiT^d Redeem.er, by the tales of
a VoJpuSy of " naked men and women," he need not be
furprifed, if fuch arguments as thefe do not produce
conviction. But even thefe fhali be noticed in their

proper place.

The difcourfes before us are founded on Gal. iii. 29,

And ifys be Chrfd^ then art' ye Abrahdfiij ftcdi'and hein'

accord/ fig to the proraifs.

The doctrine which the author adduces from the text

is this : " In God's covenant of promiie with Abraham,
provifion was made for the continuance of the church
formed by if, and thus for the trunfmiflion of the privi-

leges and blefiings contained in it, from generation to

generation, down to the clofe of time."

In order to illuftrate this doclrine, Mr. Vrorcefter

firft attempts " to fljow, that the covenant which was
made with Abraham, and by which the church was formal
in hisfamily i was intended to be perpetual." By this

covenant he evidently intends the covenant of circum^
z
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clfion ; for no other has ever been fui)pcfed to form
Abraham's familj into a church ftate. This conclufion

is drawn not merely from the above ftatement, but from
the whole tenor of his reafoning?. That this is a fa,ir

ilatei-nent, it is prefumed, v/ill not be denied.

We proceed therefore to Cv^nfider this *' candid ex-

hibition of argument." And fhall attempt, firji^ to

prove, that Mr. Worcefter has totally miftaken the

prom'ife in his text ; that the apoftle referred to a pro-

wife entirely diftinft from that from which he has rea-

foned.

Second, We fliall attempt to fliow that his applica-

tion of this promife to believers and unbelievers, or

to believing parents and their unbelieving children, is

Hnfcriptural, and contrary to the apoftle's reafoning

ihroughout the context.

The reader will keep in mind that the prDmife madd
to Abraham and his feed in the covenant of circumci-

fion, is the dalum from which the author of thefe dif-

Gourfes reafons. In order to prove that he has mif-

tr.ken his text, and reafoned from a promife not ex-

prelied nor intended by the apoftie, we begin at the

lixth verfe, where the fubject is particularly introduced

in the context. Even as Abraham believed God^ and it

was accounted to him for righteoufnefs. (verfe 7.) Know
xe therefore^ that they ivhich are offaiths the fahie are tht

children cf Abraham, (verfe 8.) And the fcripture fore-

feeing that God luculd f'flify the heathen through faith^

preached befcre the gofpel unto Abraham, faying. In ihf.e

fHALL ALL NATIONS BE BLESSED. This is thc promife,

from which the apoftie reafons throughout the chapter,

But it muft be obferved, that this promife is not found

in the covenant of circumciiion, v/hich is recorded at

large in the feventeenth chapter of Genefis. By ex-

amining this, we fliall find that the above promife is

neither exprefTed nor contained in it by fair implica-

tion. The promife quoted by the apoftie is in the

twelfth chapter of Genefis, and third verfe. This was

made to Abraham at the time when he was called to

leave his country and kindred, to go and fojourn in a

ftrange land. The Meffiah, in whom the nations were
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to be bleiTed, was rcvca'ed in this promife. Hence the

apoftle calls this the preaching of ihe go/pel to Abraham.

This was probably the period alfo referred to by our

Lord, when he faid to the Jews, Tourfather Abraham

rejoiced to fee my diiy, and he faiu it and ^d^as glad.^ On
the above, a learned commentator makes the following

remark : " The apodlc qiioteth the promife, Gen. xii.

3, where God tells Abraham, that in him all the na-

tions (or families) of the earth fliould be bleflfed. This

is to be underftood of thole fpiritual blcffings which

are in Chrift J'efus : for all the nations of the earth

were no other wife blefTed in Abraham."f
This promife was made twenty-fom' years before the

covenant of circumcilion exifted ; and was as independ-

ent of that, as the covenant made witli Noaii refpecr-

ing the drowning of the world. It did not depend at

all upon the obedience of Abraham, or any other crea-

ture. It was in no fenfe conditional. The divine ve-

racity was pledged for its fulfilment. And whether

circumcilion had been inftituted or not, God would in

the fulnefs of time have fent his Son into the world,

and would iiave bleiTed the nations in him.

That this promife was made to Abraham twenty-

four years before the covenant of circumcilion, is proved

from the following circumftances. 1. Abraham was

feventy-iive years old when he departed out of Hsran,

which was the lime when this promife was C 99

made.T He was ninety-nine years old when he 4 ^_
wa^ circumclfcd.J See the margin. ^ 24

Abraham received this promife, believed in its ac-

complinunent, faw by faith the day of the Lord le-

fus, and was juftified through faith—all while he was

in uncircun:iciiion.|| Not one of thefe circumftances

could have ever been altered, had that never been in-

ftituted. Nor does it appear that this promife was di-

rectly connected with, or included in that covenant.

For notwithftanding it is there faid, a father of many na-

Tims ivill I fnak' thee ; and although this might in a

metaphorical {enW allude to his being the father of be-

^ John viii. 56. f Pool's Gcntin. in loc. \ G-en. xii- 4.

§ xvii. I,
[j
Vid. Rom. iv 9, lO.
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iev ers in all nations ; yet it mr.ft be obferved, t}i'at it

ftands immediately conne£\ed with the follow Ing words j

u^fid I ivu'i make tbec eKctedingfruitful ; aitd I nvHl make

NATIONS OF THKli, mid llngi Jhall come of thtf loins.

Thefe exproilions, taken together, do not amount to si

promife, that the nations which fhould fpring from
Abraham's loins, or rmy others fl^oulu be bleiTed in

liim. It WAS not therefore defcending from the loins

of Abrahiim, but pc^liciling his faith, which gave a title

to the promife. Ijie promife that he flioutd be the

father of rdciri'-^ fiaiions^ and that lings fhculd comr of

him^ has been literally and fully accompliihed.

The promife which refpected the blefling of the

Gentile nr.lions in Cbriflj was renewed again to Abni-
ham about twenty years after the covenant of circum-

cilion. 'riiic was under circumfiancqs peculiarly folenin :

it was when he was called to ofrer up his beloved fon

Ifiac. "Wc have much reafon to believe, that in this

tranirsftiyn, Abraham faw more of the rnyftery of re-

dciiiptioi], ihiough the incarnation and facrifice of the

Son of God, than he had ever feen before. 'I'he Lord
now graciov.fly condefcended to comfort him, by repeat-

ing the promife which he made to him more than forty

yefirs before, with this "variation j //; thy SLUDfhal/ all

the tialic7is cf the earth he bleffifd.

1. Th-t apodle is particularly careful to diftinguifli this

promife rcfpcdling the seed in whom the Gentile na-

tions fhould be blelTed, from that made in the covenant

cf circuracifion refpcdling the i>ofterIty of Abraham.

The ivcmati's S£i:»j who was to bruife the ferponfs heady

was alfo the seed, ))romircd to Abraham, in whom the

believing Gentiles fliould be blefled. But primarily

his natural feed, or at molt his fpirilual feed, and not

Chrift, was intended) by the feed in the covenant of

circumciGon. The nations have never been bleflfed in

any other ol Abraham's feed but Chrifl:. i\ The apof-

tle farther diftinguiflics tlie promiieAnider confidcration,

in the fixteenth verie, Noiu^faith hey to Ahiahum and

hisfeed luere the promjses made. He fpeaks in tlie plu-

ral, <f promifes." In Gen. xii 3, it is faid, In thvk

fbull allfamilies of the earth be hleff^d. And in Gen. xxil.
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18, it is fa Id, In thy seed fiall all the nations of the earth

be hhfj'ed. That we might not miftake the latter, as

referring to the promife made in the covenant of

circurncifion, and \o to Abraham's natural feed, the

apoftle adds, " He faith not. And to feeds y as of many ;

but as of ONE, and to thy seed, which is Christ. The
promifes in the covenant of circumciiion were to many ;

to Abraham's feed generally. Will any perfon pre-

fume to fay that thefe promifes referred to Chrift, or

were made to him ; or that he was the {^^6. there in-

tended ? Were kings to come out of his loins, and

nations to be made of him ? Was the land of Canaan
promifedto Chrift for an everlafting poffeffion ? Theie
were fome of the promifes made and fulfilled to

Abraham and his natural feed. Chrift claimed no in-

tereft in the land of Canaan : no, not fo much as the

foxes •, for they had holes to burrow in, but the Son of

Man had not where to lay his head. It will hence, we
think, undeniably follow, either that the promifes made
to Abraham's feed in the covenant of circumciiion re-

ferred to Chrift, and had particular refpedt to him, or

elfe that the apoftle reafoned from a promife entirely

diftlndt from them. 3. That the apoftle did not refer

to the promifes in the covenant of circumciiion, is fur-

ther evident, from what he has faid in the 17th verfe :

And this Ifay) that the covenant that was confirmed before

•f Gcd in Chrifl) the laiv which ivas four hundred and

thirty years after^ cannot difannuly that itfljould make the

promife of none iffecf.

Here are feveral things worthy of confideration,

1. This covenant was confirmed of God in Chrifl. It

confequently flood independent of the obedience either

of Abraham or his pofterity.

2. This covenant, if co7ifirmed in Chrift, could not

be broken or dlfannulled. There could in the nature

of things be no failure. Even a fufpicion of this kind,

would be derogatory to the honour and veracitv of
Chrift.

3. This promife, which is the fame referred to in

the 29th verle, the apoftle informs us was thus made
and confirmed, four hundred and thirty years before

z2
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the giving of the law. This vill forever d-.iV»nguifL it

from the promifes in the covenant of ciici-mciiion.

For this was inflituted only four hundred and fix years
before the giving of the law. The covenant in the
xviith chapter of Genelis was in the year before Chriil

1897. The law was given fourteen hnndrcd and
ninety-one years before the fame era,

leaves but four hundred and lix. See the

But the promile quoted by the apoftle from Genefis
xii. S, which was made to Abraham twenty-four years

before, when he was in uncircumcifion, exacrtly com-
pares with this ftatemant in the context, of four hun-
dred and thirty years. This promife, according to the
Bible chronology, v/as made to Abrahr^.m in the year
before Chrifi:, 1921. The hiv/, as obferved C V.£i

above, was given 1491, which makes exaaiy ) j^
the time fpecified. See the margin.

(^ 40.0

Here the matter is reduced to m:\thematical cer-

tainty. Any perfon who will take the trouble to com-
pare the dates in his Bible, of the xiith chapter of Gene-
fis, and the xxth of Exodus, referred to above, will f? j1

himfelf completely fatisfied The moft invincible prej-

udice will find it difhcult to reli ft the light of demon-
ilration.

If the obfervations which have nov/ been made are

c02Te£t, they will bring us unavoidably to this conclu-

Jion, viz. I'hat Mr. Worcefter has totally miftaken the

promife in his text, and reafoned from one to which
the apoftle had no immediate reference. Hence the

"whole of liis laboured fupprftrufture is left without

foundation I The fate of fuch a building may be feen

in the clofc of the fixth chapter of Luke. In order to

{et ahde this conclulion, three things muft be fairly

^oved.
'1. That the apoftle throughout this chapter did ac-

tually mean the promife in the covenant of circum-

ciiion, although he has not mentioned a hngle paflage

tontained in it -, but exprefidy quoted one clearly dif->

tinguilhed by the time of its being delivered, and alio

k>y ihe icvvm and ioiport of the promife itielf.
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a. It rovSt be proved, th'.it the covenant of clrcum-

cifion was 430 years before the giving of the law, ri'n-

wirhftanding fcripture chionologj plices it but fowr

hundred and iix.

3. That {.\\Q feed of jlhrahafn, mentioned in the cor..

enant of circumcifion, TiVid, the seed in v/hom all the

families of the earth flioiild be bleiTed, were the fam? :

or in other words, that the feed of Abraham. exprelTed

in that covenant, meant Ciirifi: ; for the apoitie has ex-

prefsly told us in the conte~it, that he was the perfon

to whom the promife, from which he was then reafon-

ing, exclufivelj referred.

Until thefe are fairly proved, we fliall inGft upon the

conclufion above ilated. V/e have too good an opinion

of Mr. Worcefter's candour, to think that he will deny

that he has reafoned from the covenant of circumcifion

throughout his difcourfes. If he can honourably extri-

cate iiimfelf from the foregoing dilemmajhe v.-iil undoubt-

edly do it ; a-nd in doing it he will inflrucl the writer of

thefe ftriclures> and probably relieve fome of his breth-

ren,, who have, it is thought, already felt the difficulty.

We ROW proceed,

Secondly, to ihow, That the application of this

promife to believers and unbelievers, or to believing

parents and their unbelieving children, is unfcriptural,

and contrary to the apofile's reafoning throughout the

context. The apoftle predicates his reafonings upon two

diftindl: topics, viz upon Abraham'sy^/V^, and the prom^

«/>made to him refpefting the Gentile nations. With
regard to the firft, he faith, Abraham believed God, and

it luas accounted to him for rightcoufnefs. Know ye, there-

fere, that they *iuhich are offaith^ the fame are the children

'cf Abraham. (Ver. 6, 7.^ Here it muft be obvious to

every unprejudiced vi\\x\di, that Gentiles, whether young
or old, cannot claim this relationthip to Abraham, un-

lefs they are offaith : that is, unlefs they believe God, as

Abraham did. Viewed in this chara<5ler, as the " father

of the faithful," and the fame diftindion will alfo apply

with refpe<fi: to his natural pofterity. None of i\is

feed are confidered as his children in this fenfe,

but fuch as are offaith. This diftin<^ion was made by
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Ckrift himfelf, when realoning with the pharifees, in

the viiith of John. Feehng themfeh^es prelTcd by his

arguments, they fled to their common refuge, IVe ie

Ahrahairis feed. Jefus cjif-wered them, I know that ye are

Abrahani's feedy but ye feek to Jtill m?, hecaufe my luord hath

tw place in you. If ye were Abrahanis children, ye ivould

do the works of Abraham.*' The works of Abraham
comprehended both his faith and his obedience •, and
for any one to claim intereil: in him as their father,

until they are the fubjeds of faving faith in Jefus

Chrift, would be equally as unavail'Ing as the claim of

the rich mauy who addrelTed Abraham as his father, but

could not obtain a drop of water to cool his tor-

mented tongue.f

We have already made fome remarks on the 14th

verfe, but it comes in courfe to be confidered more par-

ticularly. The apoftle in the preceding verfe makes
this flatement ; That " Chrift hath redeemed us from
the curfe of the law, being made a curfe for us, that

the bleffing of Abraham might come on the Gentiles,

through Jefus Chrift." Is it pofiible for any perfon to

fuppofe, that by the bleffing of Abraham, the apoftle in-

tended external church privileges .'* fuch as the bap-

tizing, and conftituting children church members } We
cannot think thefe were the blefiings expreftedor intend-

ed by the apoftle. For according to him, the bleiling

of Abraham comes on the Gentiles, through Jefus Chrift,

and through no other medium. But the bleffing of in-

fant baptifm, and infant memberfhip, comes on chil-

dren through their parents : it depends altogethw

upon them, whether the cl^iiklren fhall enjoy thefe

blefiings or not. But according to the apoftle. They

which be offaith, are bleffed with faithful Abraham, whether

their parents are believers or unbelievers *, whether

friends or enemies to the crofs of Chrift.

According to Mr. Worcefter, if we underftand him,

the falvation of the children of believers depends prin-

cipally upon the " faith and fidelity" of their parents.

His words ar^, "The promife, then, to be a God to

Abraham, and to his feed after him, was of this pur-

•Johaviii. 33, 37, 39. f Luke xti. £4.
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port, that on condition of fuitli and fidelity on Abra-
ham's part, in refpetft to his children, they ihouid he-

comefuhfiSJs :f grrur, and heirs of the bieffings of the

covenant. The Tiimc promife was made to Abraham'*
pofterity, in their fucceiiive generations ; and tha f.nne

is now n^dilc ro all true believers, his adopted children

of every nation.'"* This doctrine, we beneve, has been
nlTerted by other Paedobaptin: mifiifters, befides Mr.
Worcefter ; but we acknowledge freely that we have cmt

doubts rerpe<^ing its correclncfs. Will any one affert

that all Abraham's own children were faved ? li not,

will they venture to fay it was owing to his want of

faith or Jlfle^i'y towards them ? "Was Ifaac dirtineuiriied

by Abraham's faith and tidelity before he was conceiv-

ed in the womb of Sarah, as the child of promife ? Or
does it appear that Abraham ever exercifed any pre-

eminent faith or fidelity towards Laac, more than to-

wards Iflimael ?

If we defcend a ftep further^ into the xaiTiily of Ifaac,

xve fhali fee (liiil clearer proof of the iiicorrectnefs of

the fentimeat under conlideration. It is too evident to

be denied, that Ifaac had a partiality for Efau. It is

alfo evident that his faith had fixed on him as the heir

of promife ; for he intended, and a^ually thought he
had given him the blelfing. Yet the pm-po/} of God, ac-

cording to flcciimy fiiperfeded both his *' faith and iideii-

ty," with refpect to Efau, and gave the blefling to Jacob.

Will any one hazard the aflertion, that Ifaac had any
different exercife o^faith for Jacob, or manifelled any

jfide/ity towards him, which he did not towards Efau ? Or
was ir the fovereign ple.tfure of God alone, that made
'Jacob the lot of his inheri'iance^ rathrr t'naii Efau, totaiiy

independent of either the faicb. or hiclicy of the pious

parents ?

Throughout the chapter on which the difcoiTrfes

before us ire founded, the apofde has aiTerted the pcr-

fonil inrerefi: of believers, and of no others in the bief-

fiug of Abraham. There is not a word of this ccfidi-

thuai hujincfs\ about the " fiiih and fidciicy" of jxirents,

by v/hich their children became " fubjecb of ^race :"

• Dlfc. p. 38.
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but, according to the apoftle, both parents and chil-

dren " become fubjec^s of grace," only by becoming
believers in Chrift. This is being blefled with Abra-
ham in fome proper fcnfe, and to fome certain and
valuable purpofe.

There is alio a very material difference with refpect

to the kind of faith with which the blefling of Abra-

ham is connected. The apolile gives no intimation

that he means any other faith, than that which is com-
mon to every believer : that is, faith in the Lord Jeiii^

Chrift as the Sou of God and Saviour of the world.

But Mr. Worcefter's faith, to which the promife of

God is conditionally made, feems to be a faith refpeiSt-

ing the falvation of our children. He reafons thus ;

" Hence," faith he, " though in one refpecSt the prom-
ifes of the covenant are conditional j yet in another

they are not. Though in rcfpe^fl to individual believ-

ers, the promifes are not abfolute, but have refpect to

their faith andfidelity as a condition ; yet with reipecTi: to

Chrift, and the church as one with him, the promifes

are yea and amen. Though God is not by covenant

abfolutely engaged to give every believer that faith in

the promifes, refpe£llng his children, which will cer-

tainly through grace, fecure to his children, and all of

them, the bleffings of the covenant,"* &:c. This faith

refpe<9cing children is entirely diftin^l from that faith

by which Abraham and all other believers are juftified :

it is a kind of faith which probably few believers have ;

which many never have, and which many never can

have. A great proportion of believers are fingje per-

fons, who have neither companions nor children ; ami

many who marry, live and die childlefs. None of thele

can be fuppofed to have this kind of faith. But we
a£k ; Has not the blefFing of Abraham come on them

through Jefus Chrift ? Are they not bLuJed luith fiiithful

j^hraham ?

AVe have no doubt but fome belieying parents have

had ftrong faith given them refpecting the converfion

of their children ; or at leaft fome of them, or pofti-

bly fome of their neighbours, or thdr children. But

it is ec^ually evident, that many have been fo happy as

* iJifc p 3's .39.
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to fee tlieir children brought to know the Lord, who
were never fenfible of any i'pecial faith concerning then*

in particular. On the other hand, it is reafonable to

fuppofe, that that ardent defire which it is common for

pious parents to feel for the falvation of their children,

has led them to believe many things refpecting them,
which they never did, nor ever will realize.*

Whatever faith parents may have refpecTong their

children, it is certain they cannot give ihem faith, and
confequently cannot convey the bleffing of Abraham to

them. This bleffing refts on none but fuch as are

themfelves the fubje£ts of faith ; on true believers only.

This promife therefore cannot, coniiilently with the

apoftle's reafoning, be applied to children on the account

of their parents' faith, if ever they receive the hl(JjFing

of Abraham i it will ccme en thtm thruugh J^fis Chr'ijl ,•

and they will reft in a moft fatal d-jlulion, if they reft

in any thing fliort of this.

•' Vain are the hopes that rebels place

Up< n their birth and blood ;

Defccr.dcd from a pious race,

'1 heir fathers now with God."

' The infir.rce of ihe Rev. Mr, "Vs'liittfleld, rtfpe^Piijcg his Ten, ihall

fVr-i'c as a fpecimen. In February, 1744 (fays Dr. Giilies) an eveiit

happened to him, which, an idft all his fuccefs, tt.nded to keep hini

humble, and ferved to cure him of a v.ec.lrnefs to v.'hich he had been

lial)le, the trufling to groundJefs iniprefficns. It was the death of his

cn-y child, conccrnic^ vhtni lie was lb imprtfied, th<Jt he made no
fcrupk of declaring; before the birth, that the child v.'ould be a fon

;

and that he hoped he wculd live to preach the Gofpel. Several nar-

row efc^pcs, whicli Mrs. Whitefitld htd during her pregnancy, con-

firmed him in his exj edtations ; which were fo higvi, that afccr he had
J)ublicly baptized the child at the I'abernaclt, all vvert away big with

the hoj)es of his bcir|T fpared to be employed in the work of God.
I3ut thcfe fond expcdations v/erc foon blalted by the child's death,

when he was about four moi;ths old. This was, no doubr., very hum-
b;:ng to the father ; but he was he'p-d to make the wifeft rnd bcft

improvement of it. " Though I am difapp;ihited, fays he, writing to

a friend) of a living preacher, by the death of my fon
;
yet I h.pe what

happ(!ned before his birth, and fiirce his death, has taught me fuch

lefions.as if duly improved, may render his millaken parent more cau-

tious, more fcbcr minded, more experienced in Sa:?n's devices, ani
ccnfc'^ucntly more ufeful in his future labours to the church of God.***

* Mnmirs of the life (f tht Rev. Geo WhiieJirU.
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Wbetb.er iheir fathers are gone to heaven or not, re>«

llglon is at all times a perional concern. Tlie moft pious

parents cannot fave their ungodly children. God de-

clared by the prophet Ezckicl, that when he fliotild

fend hi* judgments upon a finful land, thcugh Nm/jy

Daniel and yob luerc in itj they Jljculd dtlivcr but ihiiir

eivti fouls by their righteouftuffs, As I live ^ faith the Lord

Godf theyJliall deliver neither forts nor daughters * Thefe
were three eminent laints *, we (hould hence very nat-

urally ilippoie, their children, v/ould derive as much
advantage from their " faith and fidelity,'* as the chil*

dren c-f faints in general : yet it feems that the children

muft have Ibme perfonal religion, independent of their

parents, to exempt them from even temporal judgmeiits :

hew much mere- to fecure them from the wrath to

come !

The fentiment we have been contemplating refpect-

ing the promife of God made to Abraham, to his pof-

terity, and to Gentile believers, to make their children
*' fiibjeds of grace," on ccmldion of their " faith and

fidelity," involves, if we miflake not, another impor-

tant error. It fuppofe:-^, that every Gentile believer,

who is ilie head of a fam.ily, ftands in the fame relation,

and is entiiled to the fime promifes that Abraham was.

That every true believer is blefTed with the fame blef-

ilngs of pardon and juitification, with intereft in the

Meffinh, the promifed feed, will be readily admitted:

bat it does not hence foUov/, that^the fame promifes are

made to them refpe6ting their pofteriry v^hich were

made to him. No, by no m.eans •, for this would con-

Ciitute every believing head of a family, an Abraham
;

a patriarch of the church •, a father of the faithful. Is

there a Mefiiah to fpring from' every believing faraily .''

Are all the nations of the earth to be blefled in their

feed ? Does the promife of the land of Canaan defcend

to the children of believers, as it did to the cliildren of

Abraham ? Has God promifed any Gentile believer

tJrat his feed ihall become numerous as the ftars of

heaven ? That nations and kings fhall fpring from
jiim ?—All thef« queftions mufl be anfwcred in the neg-

* Ezck. lir. ij— 16.
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ative. It will hence appear that by the fpeclal appoint-

ment of God, Abraham was placed in a fituation differ-

ent from all other believers ; and in this peculiar fit-

uation many things were promifed to his feed, which
are not promifed to the feed of other believers.

But it will probably be faid, we have mentioned every

thing elfe but the promife itfclf, which contained Abra-

ham's principal bleffing, and which has been tranfmit-

ted to Gentile believers, viz. That God promifed to be

a God to him, and to his feed. From the general tenor

of the difcourfes before us, we conclude the author con-

fidered this as the promife referred to in his text.

Hence, to be Chrift's, is to be Abraham's feed, and heirs

according to this promife : i. e. That God will be a God
to us and our fetd.

We truft it has been made fafficiently evident in the
preceding pages, that this could not be the promife
intended by the apoftle *, and that v/hatever bleffings

v.-ere contained in this, that bleiliag of Abraham which
is faid to have come on the Gentiles through Jefus

Chriftj was a blefling dillrinct from this, and one which
he enjoyed long before this covenant exlfted.

The qnefiion now to be deterniined is this, Docs
God ftand engaged by covenant to every believer, to be
a God to him and to his feed after him, in the fame
fenfe, as by that covenant he flood engaged to Abraham
and his feed .'* If a theory dofs not correfpond with facf,

it is a certain argument that it is not right. We have
already {een that a large proportion of believers die
without iiTue. If this promife in its full force has been
tranfmitted to them, it required, befides their " faith and
fidelity," another cojuUtion, which the author of the-

difcourfes has overlooked. It mufi: run to them and
their feed, provided they have any. This promife, as \t

refpecled Abraham, did not require this condition ; for
he had previoufly the promife of God, that his feed
fliould become as the dud of the earth.

To give a corre<5l view of what is contained in this

promife, we fnall quote the words of an excellent wri-
ter : " To afcertain the meaning of this promife, (faith

he) we can proceed on no ground more certain than

A 1
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fa£l. It is fa^rtj that God in fucceeding ages took tlic

feed of Abraham to be a peculiar people unto himfelf,

above all other nations; not only giving them «the land
of Canaan for a poffeffion,' but himfelf to be their God,
Kifig, or temporal Governor, Nor was this all : it was
among them that he fet up his fplritual kingdom, giv*

ing them his lively oracles, fending to them his proph-
ets, and eftabliihing among them his holy worflnp ;

which great advantages were, for many ages, in a man-
ner confmed to them ; and what was ftill more, the

great body of thofe who were eternally faved previoufly

to the coming of Chriit, were faved from amongft them.
Thefe things taken together were an immenfely greater

favour than if they had all been literally made kings

and priefts. Such then being the faBs, it is natural to

fuppofe that fuch v/as the meaning of the promife."**

* Fuller's Expofitory Difc. en Gen. xvii, 7. To tlie above he fub-

loins the following note.

As an Aiitipjedohaptift I fee no necefiity for denying that fpiritual

tlelTings were promjfftd, in this getieral 'woy, to the natural feed of

Abraham ; no5 can it, I think, be fairly denied. The Lord engaged to

iici that vvhich he aftually did ; namely, to takeout of them, rather than

ether nations; a people for himfelf. This, I fr.ppofe, is the. feat promifed

to Abrahain, tb which the apofvle refers when he fays, " They which

irre the children of the flefu, thcfe are not tlie children of God ; but the

children of the promife are counted for the feed." (Rom. ix, 8.) By
" the children of the promife" he did not mean the elcd in general,

compofed of Jews and Gentiles, hut the eledl from aniongft the Jews?

Henci' he reckons himfelf '' an Ifraclite, of the fted of Abraham, and

the tribe of Benjamin," as a living proof that " Cod had not call away
Hisi people whom he foreknew.'* Rom, xi. i, %.

But I perceive not how it follows from hence, tliat God has promifed

to take a people from ahion.gfl, the natural defcendants of believers, in

•diftindlion from others. What was promifed to Abraham, was neicfecr

promiled nor fulfilled to eVery good man. Of the poflerity of his kinf-

loan Lot, notl.ing good is recorded. It is true, the labours of thofe

parer!t& who "• bring up their children in the ziurture and admonition of

Vhe Lord," are ordinarily bleffcd to the cbnverfion offome of them:

aud the fame way be faid of the labours of faithful minifters, whereVffr

providence flations them. But as it docs not follow in the one cafe,

that the gractiefs inhabitants are more in covenant with God than thofe

of ether places, neither does it follow in the other, that the gracclefs

offspring of believers arc more in covenant with God than thofe of un-

believers. " New Teftament faints have nothing more to do with the

A])rahanuc covenant, than the Old Tcftanaent believers who lived prior

to Abrahom."
I am av/arc that the w<.-rds of the apoftle in Gal. ili 14, " the bleffing

•£ Abraham is con:e en the Gentiles, through Jefuj Chrifl," arc alleged
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Ail this may be readily admitted, witk refpe^l to Abra-

ham and his defcendants ; but it does not prove that

the fame things are either engaged or fulnlled to Gen-
tile believers. Their feed is not diftinguilhed by any
fpecial a«Sts of Divine Providence^ as the feed of Abra-
ham v/as. The uncircumcifeJ might not mingle with

the circumcifed in the common acts of worfhip. But
the difpenfatioa uiider which we live, has no law for-

l^idding the unbaptized, or even the irreligious from
attending public worihip with the faints. They are

not compelled now to worfliip in the outer court, but

may fit upon the fame feats, and hear the precious gof-

pel. Circumcilion forbade the ufual civilities of focial

life to the uncircumcifed ^ but this is not the cafe in

Chriflian locieties.

But Ihould we admit this to be the promife intend-

ed in the pairage, on which the difcourfes before us are.

founded, (which we ihall by no means grant) and that

in proof of the contrary. But the meaning of that pafiagc, ! conceive,

is not, that through Jefus Chrill every believer becomes an Abraham, a

father of the faithful ; but that he is reckoned among his children : not

dijlock on which the future church faould grov/ ; but a branch, partaking

•f the root and fataefj of the olive tree. So, however, the context ap-

pears to explain it
—" They which arc of faith are the chUJrsn of faithful

Abraham." ver. 7.

But if it were granted, that the bleiSng of Abraham is fo come on
the believing Gentiles, as not only to render them blelTed as his fpi ritual

children, but to infure a people for God from amongft their natural pof^

terity, rather than from thole of others ; yet it is not as their uatu:cl
poCterity that they are individually entitled to any onefpiritual bleiliii

.^ ;

for this was more than was true of the natural feed of Abraham. Nor
do I fee how it follows from hence, that we are warranted to baptize

them in their inf:'.ncy. Abraham,, it is true, v/as commanded to circuni-

cife his male children ; and if we had been commanded to baptize dim*

males, or females, or both, or any example of the kind had been left in

the New Teflament, we faould be as much obliged to comply in the

one cafe, as he was in the other. But we do not think ourfetves war-
raated to reafon from circumcifion to baptifm ; i"rora the circumcifion

of males to the baptifm of males and females ; and from the circum-

cifion of the children of a nation, (the greater part of whom were un-
believer'?) and of " fervants born in the houfe. or bought with money,"
to the baptifm of the children of believers. In ihort, we do not think our-

felves warr.mted in matters of positive iniiitution, to found our pradlice

on analogies, whether real or fuppofed ; and llill lefs on one fo circuit-

ous, dtiToa an c^ and uncertain as that in queuion. Our duty, we con-

ceive, is, in fuch cafes, to follow the precepts and examples of the dif-

penfati»ij under which v/e live.
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it has defcendeJ to Gentile believers in thefullcft ex-
tent, yet we conceive that no fair inference can be
drawn from it in favour of infant baptifm. For the
rituals of that difpenfation were peculiar to it, and
have now entirely ceafed. The Gofpel difpenfation

under which we live, h?s its own rituals totally uncon-
ne<fl-ed, and independent of that. This will appear by
this fingle circumftance, that the fame perfons who had
been circumcifed in infancy, under that difpenfation,

were baptized when they became believers. If, accord-

ing to cur opponents, infant baptifm comes in the room
of circumclilcn, we fee no reafon why they fhould not

now be baptized when they become believers, as the

Jewidi converts were formerly. If, as is contended for,

clrcumcifion was a feal of tlie covenant, and baptifm is

a feal of tlie fame covenant, why v>'ere they fealed over

a fecond time ? Tins was certainly ^«/T-fealIng, which
would look quite as inconilftent as ^//^-baptlfm.

If the Jewiiii church and the Chrlftian church arc

the fame, where is the impropriety of calling the form-

er the Gofpel church, and the latter the Jewifli ? or in

ufmg the terms interchangeably, as may appear moft

convenient ? Agreeably to this, feme Paedobaptifts

have called their infant bsptlfm " Chriftlan circumci-

iion." This is Judaizing with a witnefs. The lan-

guage of P3tdobpptI{l writers, and that of the writers

of the New Teflament, when compared together, will

appear widely ditTerent on thefe points.

Mr. Worceftcr has fo llrangely blended different

things, promifed to Abi-aham at different times, that

an incautious reader will be likely to mif!:ake pne for

another. As a fpeclmen of what may be found in va-

rious parts of the work, the reader will notice the fol-

lowing paragraphs.
*« God's covenant of promife made with Abraham,

comprlfed all the bleffings and privileges ever prom-

ifed to believers and the church."
^^ I will ejlahli/lj my covetiant hetiveen mc .and thee and

thv feed after ihec, fays the Lord to Abraham, for im

everlajling covenant^ 'vo BE A God I'NTO THF.r. and 'i o

THY SEED AFTER THEE." Thls Is thc moft exteufiVC
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proLnlfe in the covenant of circumcilion. But did this

" comprife all the bleHings and privileges ever promifed
to believers ?" It certainly did not. Nor did Mr.
Worcefter feel willing to reft his affertion upon this

;

but has fubjoined another promife made to Abraham
long before the covenant to which he refers exifted

;

and which was renewed to him, and to tfaac and Jacob
afterwards. This promife he has given us in the fol-

lowing words, " AND IN TflEE, AND IN THY SEED SHALL
ALL THa NATIONS OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED." (page

14.) This promife, indeed, comprifes every thing, be-

cauie it comprifes the Mefliah, the seed in whom fome
of all nations (hall be blefTed, But this forms no part

of the covenant of circumcifion, though conftantly

blended in the difcourfes before us, as if it wel-e one
of the moft prominent articles in it.

The author of thefe difcourfes feems to anticipate in-

numerable dirhculties, on the fuppofition that the Gof--

pel church commenced with the prefent difpenfation.

« If," faith he, <f the covenant made with Abraham has

been difannulled, and the church formed by it abol--

iOied 5 if, on the introduction of the Chrifrian difpenfa-

tion, a new church was formed, and a new covenant in-

ftituted, materially different from that made with Abra-
ham •, in v/hat important refpedl can Abraham be con-

iidered as the father of Chriftian believers ?" He fur-

ther adds ; "If we be members of a different church,

formed by a different covenant from that of Abraham,
what relation have we to Abraham ? In v/hat refpevTt

are we his children ? How is it that we are bleifed with

him ? that we are heirs according to the promife made
to him ?" (page 12.)

All thefe difficulties we think will be obviated and
removed, by correcting a very elTcntial error in his

next paragraph. In this, if we miftake not, he has

mifquoted the Apoftle's words, mifapplied them, and
made him give a very important conclufion, without

jmy premifffs ! " Thefe," fays the reader, " are charges

of confiderable magnitude : they ought therefore to be

made out fairly, or retracted." We engage to do one

«r the other. The quotation to which, we refsr is

Aa2
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in the following words : ^^ He received ihr f;^n sf draiyn-

elfioHi a feed of the igbteoufntfs offaith, THAT he MiGirr
BE THE FATHER OF ALL TKLM THAT BELIEVE, THOUGH
Ti^EY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED." (page 12.) That the

reader may better judge, we will give the paragraph

entire.

" But Abraham was made the father of many na-

tions j and all who are of faith are his children, and
mre bieiTed with him. This is according to the cove-

nant of promife which God made %vith Abraham."
This is all very well, but he adds, " He received theftgn

§f circumcifion^ a feed of the righteoufnefs gffaith ^ THAT
HE MIGHT BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM THAT BE-

LIEVE,- THOUGH THEY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED, tllOUgh

they be not his natural poflerity, that righteous-
ness MIGHT BE IMPUTEP TO THEM ALSO." If Mp.
Worcefter is correal, it was Abraham's circumciiion,

and not his faith, which conftituted him the father of

believers !

The palTage here referred to, is Rom. iv. 11. And
we complain, 1. That the v/ords are mfquoted. To
prove this, we need only compare them with the facred

text. Mr. Worcefter fays, ^^ a feal of the righteoufnefs cf

faithy that he might be a father, &c." The apoftle fays,

afeed of the righteoufnefs of the faith which he had, yet

keing iincircumcifed. Although tlie words he had, are

not in the original, they are necefTarily implied and

underftocd, as in our tranflation. Had ihe words been

quoted as they are read in our Bibles, they would have

conveyed quite a different meaning. We do not infift

that an author ihould always quote fcripture verbatim,

but if his variations give a different fenfe, he is/Certain-

ly accountable for it.
^"^

2. We complain that the words are mifappUed.

They are apphed as they ftand in the Bible, only to

Abraham. Circumciiion was a feal to Abraham of his

faith, but it is not faid to be luch to his pofterity, or to

any other perlbn upon earth. Mr. Worcefl:er has made
it a feal ofthe righteoufnefs of faith generally. What faith

can it be fuppofed that an infant has of eight days old ?

Was there any faith fealed to fuch ? What faith wa?
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fealed to a Tervant bought with money, who had brcn
brought up in idolatry, and perhaps Hill attached to it,

only compelled to conform to the religion of the Jews,
bccaufe he was a (lave ? No man believes that either of
the two were fabjefts of faith. How then, we aik, wa*
circumciiion a feal of the righteoufnefs of faith to

them ? But it will be fald, that God commanded them
to be circumcifed, and therefore it mufl have been
right. With this we fully agree ; but God has no
where faid that it was a feal of the righteoufnefs of
faith to them. A man may as well believe that every
baptized infant is fealed with the righteoufnefs of faith,

though he may afterwards prove to be a profligate infidel,

as that circumciiion placed them in this privileged con-
dition. He muft give up his common fenfe to believe

either. We therefgre conclude, that if Mr. Worcefrer's

words mean, what the fame expreflions mean v^^hen ufed
by others, he has applied an exprellion generally, which
the apolile applied only in a particular cafe ; which we
conilJer as a mifappilcation of the text.

3. We have- charged Mr. Worceftar, with making
th.Q 2ipoi\\e cjncluck luiiibout prejuifes. This v/e are now
to make out. In order to render it plain to every ca-

pacity, we will again fet down his quotation. " He re-

ceived tlie fign of circumcifion, a feal of the righteouf-

nefs of faith, that he might be the father of all them
that believe, though they be not circumcifed." The
apoftie is here made to fay, that Abraham was circum^

cifed, fo that he might be the father of believers that

are uncircumcifed ! We aCc, in the name of common
fenfe, why it was necelTary for Abraham to be drrum^

eifedf in order to conftitute him the father of believers

that are uncircumcifed? If there can be any other mean-
ing to the argument, as Mr. WorceRer has placed it be-

fore the public, we confefs we have not difcernment

enough to fee it. But is it poiiible that the apoftle

Ihould reafon at this rate ? He certainly did not. He
is placed in this awkward Htuation only for the want of

having his argument fairly prefented. In order to fee

the force of his reafoning, the following words which be-

gin the quotation, ought to bs conudered as a parenthc-
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fis, as they really are, viz. (And he received the ftgn of
circmnciftony afeal of the righteoufnefs ofthefaith luhich he

hady yet being uncircumcifed.) The fenfe of the paiTage

will then be plain. The apoftle ftates his argument
thus : For lue fay, that faith luas reckoned to Abraham for
righteoufiefs, Hozu was it then reckoned F ivhen he luas in

circumcifwHy or in uncircumcfion ? 7iot in circumcifwny but

in uficircumcifiony (and he received the iign, ^c) ihtti

he might be' the father of all them that hlie've, though ths}^

be not circumcifed^^ Here the argument refumes its

native force, and teaches us that faith was reckoned to

Abraham for righteoufnefs, whan he was in uncircum-
cifion ; fo that he might be the father of all other be-

lievers, though they be not circumcifed. Not that he
received circumcinon, *^ for this very purpose," as

Mr. Worcefter afTerts (page li) to qualify him to be the

father of uncircumcifed Gentile believers.

For w^hat purpofe, it may be afked, was the apoftie's

argument in this mutilated form introduced into the

difcourfes before us ? undoubtedly, to give force to the

covenant of circumciilon. If it were circumclfion

that conftituted Abraham the father of believers, it

would attach a degree of coniideration to that rite,

which it would not otherv/ife pofiefs. In this way, it

is thought to aid the caufe of infant baptifm. But we
aik, was it not Abraham's faith which he had long be-

fore his circumciiion, which, according to the apoftle's

argument, conftituted him the father of the faithful?

He being the firft that fubmitted to that rite, might
conftitute him the father of the circumcifton ; but it was
his FAITH that Goniiitutcd him the father of believers.

It is conceived' that the author of the difcourfes

might with as much propriety have argued from this

•pallage in his context :

—

For it is ivritten, Curfed is every

one that hangeth on a tree ; that the bUJfmg of Abraham
might come qu the GeMiles through Jefus Chrifl.^''* It.

would be impoffible here to -fee the propriety of this

conclulion as it now ftands before us : it is equally fo

in the one which Mr. Worcefter has introduced above,

^ut place this in its proper order, and it will alfo re-

* Gal. iii. 13, 14.
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fume its native force. The argument fianJs thus.

Chri/i hath redeemed us from the curfe of the Uiiv^ keing

made a curf for us : (for it is witten, Curfed is every one

that hangeth on a tree :) that the b'ejjiiig of Abraham
might come on the Gentiles through Jefus Chrijl. The
bleiling of Abraham does not come on the Gentiles,

becaufe every one is curfed who hangeth on a tree ;

but becaufe Chrift hath redeemed us from the curfe of

the law. So, neither was Abraham by being circum-

cifed conftituted the father of believing Gentiles who
are uncircumcifed ; but by believing God, and having

faith reckoned to him for righteoufnefs, when he was
in uncircumcifion, We now leave it with a candid

public to determine, whether, in his zeal to fupport his

hypothel3s, Mr. Worcefter has not entirely mlftaken and
mifreprefented the apoftle's argument, and finally drawn
a canclufioii favourable to his own fcheme, but drawn
it without any premifes.

From Mr. Worceiier^s arguments thus correcred, ws
fee notliing which leads to the concluiion that the gofpel

church (compofed of profeiling believers only,) may not

be conli-lercd as the children of Abraham, not by circum-

cifion, hut by fliith, and completely biffed in him through

Jeiiis Chrift ; notwithftanding the covenant, which con-

tained circumcilion. and all the other JewiJh rites, has

iL'axed old and vanifjed aivay. If our relation to Abra-
ham can be fuflained on no better ground, than that

we have had the feal of the covenant, as it is called,

applied to us in our infancy, (whether by circumcifion

or baptifip, it matters not,) it will leave us in the fame
wretched condition of the unbelieving Jews. Let us

not deceive ourfelves by fpending our efforts in defend-

ing the Ihadow, whilft we give up the fubftance.

They ivhich be cf fiilh, faith the apollle, are buffed

ivith faithful Abraham ; and they luhich ore of faith,

thefame are the children of Abraham. 21:e fcripture hath

concluded all underftn^ that the pp.o.MlSE BY FAi f H OF Je-

STjs Christ might be giv: n to them that believe.
For ye are all the children of God by faith in Jefus Chrijh

For ai many ofyou as have been baptized into Chrifl, have

fui an Chrifl, There is neither Jew nor Greekf there w.
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wither bond nor free^ there is neither male mrfemale ; for ys
mre all one in Chriji Jcfus. And ifye be Chryfs, thm are
ye Abraham's feed, and heirs according to the protnife." Every
fentence which we have row quoted, feems to look
with a forbidding afpe(rt upon the rnemb-erlhip and
baptifm of unbeHevers. If the apoflle had really de-
iigned to have barred the claim of infants, and all other
unbelievers, he could fearcely have ufed language more
decifive. He has firfi: informed us that Abraham was
blefled in believing God. He believed the gofpel that

was preached to jiim, concerning his feed, the Meffiah,,

in whom all fnnilies of the earthfiould be bUffed. This
glorious promife has been fulfilling for ages ; and the
bleffing of Abrah:mi ftill comes on the Gentiles through
Jefus Chrift, and through no other medium.
The apoRle is particularly careful to eftabliOi this

point, that Abraham's /^^//^ ^vas reckoned to himfor right-

eoufneff, ivhen he ivas in uncircumcifton. By this he has
excluded circumcifion from claiming the fmalleft fliare

of honour in the falvation of Abraham, or in kis being
the father of other believerE. He appears equally

cautious in difcriminating the characSters who are blefi^

ed with Abraham. His language is, That God ivctdd

juflfy the heathen through faith. Ke adds, So then, they
WHICH BE OF FAITH /zr<? blejjed ivith faithful Abraham.
Again, That the bUffmg ofAbraham might come on the GcU'
tiles THROUGH Jesus Christ. We muft fmd fomething
more favourable to unbelievers than w^hat is here ex-

prefTed, or we flrall be as unable to blefs them, as Ifaac

was Efiiu, after he had given the blefling exclufively

to Jacob.

Still to imprefs the fentiment more deeply, the apoftle

again refumes his fubjetfl; towards the clofe of the chap-

ter, and adds ; For ye are all the children of God, by faith

in Chrifl Jefus. Not by defcending from Abraham, nor

any other believer ; nor by any external rite whatever.

For as ma?iy ofyou as have been baptized into Chri^, have

put on Chrijl. This language agrees perfe(Sl:ly with the

idea of their being all profelfors. But how a paflive

infant, of eight days oM, can be faid to put on Chrijl, to

us is inconceivable. It might be faid of fuch as axe bap-
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tized in infancy, that Chtift, that is, his name is put
upon them, without either their knowledge or confent

;

but how it can be rendered aclively, yoit have put on

Chrift, IS difficult to reconcile either to common fenfe

or to truth. There is neither Jeiv nor Greeks there is

neither bond norfree ^ there is neither male nor female ; FOR
YE ARE ALL ONE IN Christ Jesus. What ! whole
families ! .^believing pr^rents (at leaft one of them) and
unbelieving children ? faints and linners, all one in

Chrijl P Strange union indeed ! IFhat communion hath

light with darhnefs ? and what concord hath Chri/l with

Belial F or whatpart hath he that believeth with an injidel P*
If Sfr. Paul were to addrefs a modern congregation,

where perhaps feven-eighths of them had been baptized

in infancy, could he with propriety addrefs them as he
did thefe Galatian Chriflians : A's tna^iy ofyou as have
been baptized info Chrijl, have put on Chrift P Te are all one

in Chrijl P DoPssdobaptift Chrifiians themfelves believe

this of their families f Do they believe that their bap-

tized but ursregenerate children have put on Chrift ?

That they and their children of this defcription are

all one in Chrift Jefus ? They certainly do not treat

them as if they believed any fuch thing ; nor can we
fwppofe they do ferioufly believe it. Yet if they do
not believe it, v/ill they not feel this conviction, that

their churches differ eflentially from thefe in the apof-

tolic age ? As the apoftles themfelves did not profefs

to knov7 the hearts of others^ the language addreiTed to

the Galatians, would be proper to any body of baptized

profeiTcrs who acred in character as Chriftians.

it only remains here to obferve a few words upon the

text itfeif. And if ye be Chrijl's, then are ye Abraham^

s

feed, and heirs acccrditig to the promife.

We have already feen that the promife here men-
tioned did not refer to the covenant of circumcilion,

but to a previous promile made to Abraham, and con-

firmed of God in Chriil. V/e have alfo {qqh that be-

lievers only, or fuch as are of faith, are conlidered as

partaking in the bleffings of that promile. But if there

were nothing in the context to determine us with re-

* a Cor. vl. 14, ij.
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gard to the fubje(SV, one would fuppofe that the text k-
lelf fpeaks a language irreconcileable to the doctrine of
infant baptifm.* Ifye be Chrijfs ; this determines our
title to the blelling. This determined the title of our
anceflors, and this will determine the title of our chil-

dren. But the author of the difcourfes has advocated
a lentiment exceedingly different from this : it implies

the following ; If \e parents, one or both of you, be

Chri/l^s, then are yey and all your children, Abraham^
s
feed

^

and heirs accord'mg to the promfe. But it will be alked,

In what fenle can unconverted Gentiles be confidered

as the children of Abraham ? What promife has God
ever made to Abraham of fplritual bleilings, that un-
converted Gentiles may claim, by right of heirlhip ?

The anfwer muil be, None at all.

Indeed it is believed that Mr, Worcefler himfelf

has fully conceded this very point, notwitbftanding all

liis laboured arguments to prove that the baptized

children cf Gentile believers are Abraham's {^^<\,

His words are, "To become entitled then to the blel-

lings of I lie covenant, Abraham muft walk before God,
and be perfed j muft have true faith, and he fu.-
ctTi'ly obedient. This was neceilary as it rcf'pe<Sted him-
felf perfon ally, and equally neceffary as it rcfpeFitd his chil-

dren." (page 36.) If " tiiie faith" was neceffary to en-

title Abraham and his children to the blcflings of the

covenant, is not the fame necelTary for us and our chil-

dren ? This perfectly rgrees v/ith the language of the

apoflle in the text, as we underftand hnn. If ye be

ChrifVsy that is, have "true faith" in him, then are ye

Abraham^s feedy ^c. No Eaptift, we believe, ever dif-

puted but that all fuch, whether young or old, as have
true faith in Chriil, are Abraham's fpiritual {\Qi\^ and
heirs according to the proniiib;, tl\at all nations fliould be

blcffed in his seld. It appears to us, that many of our

*• This text ftarcU fo fcrtimentally opy.ofed to irfi-iit baptifm, that It

has been a little fiTj riling that Mr. V\'orceflcr fl.ould choorc it as the

foundation of his difcouriis. Ke muft, we cnnccivc, have thought it

more friendly to his fubjeit tlian it appears to U5! for we are uinviljing

t« fuppofe he chofe it upon the principle which Sect eta is faid to ha-rr

chofen one of his wives, the noted Xautipjic^ (one of the frovvardeft

woaiczi ia the world) i. e. tofiotv his JhUl in managing her.
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Pxdobapdft brethren miftake the fubjecl on. this ground.

That the promifes which were made to Abraham,
which refpecled \i\s fpiritualfeed onl% they apply indif-

criminately to the natural feed of Gentile believers.

In the ninth of Romans it is faid, They are not all If^

rael luho are of Ifrael ; neither^ hecanfe they are the feed of
Abrtthaniy are they all children. They ivho are the children

ofthejlejh, thefe are not the children of God : hut the chil*

dren of the promife are countedfir thefed, "^ Are not the

children of Gentile believers, children of the flcffj^ as

really as others ? If {o, the apoftle has decided the

point, that they are not the children of God, nor the

feed of Abraham : for the children of the promife are

counted for the feed. By thefe we think no perfon can

doubt, but the apoftle meant fpiritual perfons, as dif-

tinguillied from the children of the fleQi. This perfect-

ly correfpondc^ %vith the general tenor of the fcrip-

tures. This will alfo affift us in determining who are

intended by Abraham's feed in the text.

On the whole, we cannot perceive that a fingle blef-

iing is promifed to any unbeliever, throughout the

whole chapter on v/hich the difcourfes are founded.

We therefore conclude, that the author," in applying

them to believing parents, and their unbelieving off-

fpring *, and by endeavouring to prove, that they are

all Abraham^s fted^ and heirs according to the promife^ has

applied them in a {^n^e^ v/hich neither the fcriptures

in general, nor the apoftle's reafoning throughout the

context, will juftify. The reader will judge, whether the
preceding reafoning will fapport this conclufion or not.

It will be remembered, that we propofed in the be-

ginning of thefe ftrictures to attempt the proof of two
points :

1. That Mr. Worcefter had miftaken the promife
in his text, and reafoned from one totally different from
the one which the apoftle reafoned from.

2. Vfe propofed to {how, that his application of
the promife-to believers and unbelievers, or to believ-

ing parents and unbelieving children, was unfcriptural,

jind contrary to the apoftle's reafoning.

* Rotn. ix. 6—8.

Bb
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On the iirft, we have fliown, that the promlfe quoted
by the apoftle was ctiftin<5l, in its nature and dcfign^

from the oRe on which the difcourfes are founded \

and that the time at which it is ftated to have beeii

given, will not agree with the covenant of circum-
cifion.

On the fecond, we have fhovm, that by the apoftle's

reafoning in the context, and other fcriptures, the

bleffing of Abraham is annexed only to faith : That i*:

comes on Gentile believers individually, and not other-

wife : That parents, by faith in Jefus Chrift, may en-

joy the blel^ing of Abraham, while their unbelieving

children lie under ail the miferies of the curfe : That
the bleiling of Abraham comes on believing children,

through jejus Chrrj}, and not through their parents :

That they are not faved by their parents' faith, but by
their own.

If the two preceding points have been demonftrated^

it is all that we undertook. We do not pretend to

have confidered all iSlr. Worcefter's arguments^ nor to

have expofed all his errors. Our limits forbid that we
ihould enlarge on this part of the fubjecV. We have

confcientiouily endeavoured not to mifreprefent his (en-

tim.ents -, if it Hiould be found, in any inilance^ to be

the caie, it will be liiicerely regretted when pointed

out.

Miay the Spirit of the living Godj that Spirit which

^'as promifed by Jefus to his difciples, difcover to each

i)f us his errors, by leading us into the truth. And may
'we be always ready to receive the truth, whenever it is

prefented to our minds, although it may crofs our

preconceived opinions. If we love the Lord Jefus

CliriO;, we ?re folemnly bound to keep his command-
meiits. In order to this, we niuft be willing to know
what they are, and how they are to be obferved. And
lei Uo fee to it, tluit we do hot make void his command*
jnc tits through our tradition.

To the iribu:ial of public opinion, the preceding re-

marks are cheerfully fubmitted. And were it not for

fome charges particularly- brought againft our denom-

kiaiion in liio diiavurfos h-une us, we Qiould here take



APPENDIX. 28f5

our leave of them ; but, under prefent circnrnflances,

we (liould be wantin.^ to ourfelves, not to attempt a

vindication. We mull therefore alk the reader's pa-

tience a little longer, hoping that he will candidly at-

tend to what we have to fay to the things laid to our

charge, and then judge whether they ought to be placed

to our account or not.

SECTION VI.

The Baptjjls vlndicaleil from the Charges brought tigaiftjf

them h^ the iiev. Samuel Worcejier,

J O reprove a Chriftian brother, and to do it

in the temper of the gofpel ; and efpecially, when we
feel ourfelves injured by the faults which call for re-

proof, is by no- means one of the leaft difficult duties of

our holy religion.

If the things of v/hich v/e are about to complain had
emanated from avowed enmity, or had been vocifer-

ated only by the tongue of flander, they had never

excited any other emotions in our minds, than pity and
lilent contempt : but when they are uflicred upon the

public, as undeniable fakirs, and fanclioned too by all

the gravity of the pulpit, they alTume a very ferious antl

dangerous afpe^l:, and imperloufly call us to felf defence.

Our limits will not allow us to animadvert on all that

Mr. Worceiler has faid againft us ; and even the i-^yf

articles which we do touch upon, we are obliged to han-

dle vvith great brevity.

Without particularly noticing feveral preceding re-

marks, in which he probably aimed his ihafts at the

Baptifis \ yet, as he neither named, nor hit any one,

we iliall proceed to what is direclly applied to us.

1. In a note, page 23, we are charged with imbib-

ing the error of the old " legal Jews," hy^nijlripturally

blending the covenant of circumcilion made with Abra-
ham, and vv'hat is called the Sinai covenant, together.
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This charg-? comes rather with an ill grace, from a

man, who has, throughout the dilcourfes before us, con-

ftimtly blended the promifes of the covenant of circuin-

ciiion, with the promife of the Meffiah, made to Abra-
ham, years before that covenant exifted. From this

" unfcriptural blending" of thefe two covenants, which
in their nature are every way diflincl, it is thought, he
has given the chief pluufiblliiy to his arguments, which
they polKifs. Had he confined himfelf to the covenant

of circuniciiion, he could not w^ith propriety have infer-

red thofe great bleiiings, which come on the Gentiles,

through Jefus Chriil:, under ^he gofpel difpenfation.

But if Mr. Worcefier has done wrong, in blending

tv/o covenants which are really diftindt, it will by no
means exculpate tbe Baptifls, if they have been guilty of

the fame. How far this charge can be fupported we
know not. Had it been accompanied by the words of

the writers referred to, we could more readily hare

judged of its accuracy. This would alfo have given

the perfons implicated, if living, an opportunity to

have vindicated themfelves. But it now refts upon the

denomination at large.

In reply, we can only fjy, we know of no writer on

our fide of the controverfy, who has blended the cov-

enants referred to, any farther than thefcriptures have

blended them. What Mr. Worceller and other Psedo-

baptift waiters call the Shiai covennnty wants defining.

They fonletimes fpeak of it in fuch a way as would

naturally lead us to fuppofc, they meant the ten com-

mandments, or moral law. But furely thefe commands
are not abolifhed ? The moral precepts of that law

given from Sinai can never be abrogated. If by the

Sinai covenant, they mean what the apoftle calls, Tht

lanx) of csmmatidmcnU contained in ordinances j* we afk,

Was not circumcifion blended with thefe ordinances ?

Yea, was not this the principal article which occafion-

ed the " enmity" between Jews and Gentiles, which

Chrift by the Gofpel difpenfation and by his death

abolillied ? That circumcifion was blended with tlie

ritual of Mofes, is clear from the words of Chrift te»

Fph, ii. 15.
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the Jews. Aicfes there/on', faitl he, g^i^e unto pu circuvi"

cifion (not bccaufe it is of Mofes, but of the fathers)

and ye on the fabbath-day clrciimnfe a man. If a man on

the fahhcUh-day receive circmncifnn^ that the LAW OF

Moses should not be broken ; are ye angry^ &c.

«« The unfcriptural blending of thefe two covenants

together, fays ?»Ir. Worcefter, has been a moft prolific

fource of error. Fro in this fo urce fprang the error of

the legal Jews, in former ages ; and from the fame

fource has fprung the error of the Antipxdobaptifts,

in m.odern times." He further adds; ** It was with

his eye upon this fource of error, that our Lord, when
in dilcourie with the Jews, he took cccafion to men-
tion circumciiion, the original feal of the Abrahamic
covenant, was particular to remind them, that It nvas

not OF Moses, but of the fathers." How Mr.
Worcefter came by his information^ that Chrill had
his "eye upon this fource of error," we knov/ not.

We can fee nothing in the context to julfify fuch an

opinion. Chrift, in vindicating himfelf for having heal-

ed a man upon the fabbath-day, adverts to their con-

du6i: in circumciiing the child which might happen to be

eight days old on the fabbath. This was certainly ac-

cording to the law of Mofes,* and it was certainly ac-

cording to the lav/ given to the fathers.f How then
does it appear that they were in an error about circum-

ciiing the child on the fabbath ? It does not appear at

ail. Their error did not lie in this, but in condemn-
ing the Saviour for doing a deed which no more mil-

itated with the law of the fabbath, than circumciliag

the child.

But if thefe covenants were fo diftin^Sl:, how came
Mr. Worcefter himfelf to blend them ? He coniiders

the Sinai tranfacSlion a renewal of the former covenant.

His words are, " At Mount Sinai, the Lord appeared
in terrible and glorious majefty, and, recognizing the
raiifomed tribes as the feed of Abraham, renewed luith

them his covenant ; and gave them a code of ftatutes and
ordinances, called alfo a covenant, which were to con-

tiaue until the Meiliah fliould come," &c. What Mr.

'• Lev xii. 3,
-f

Gee. xvU. 3«.

B b 2
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Worcefter here calls a renewal of the corcnnnt^ if he
refei-s to Exodus xix. 5—8. we think irsort likely to be
the covenant which the prophet Jeremiah had in view,
which he laid God tnade luHh their fathers in the day
that he took them by the hand, to bring them out of

the land of Egypt, luhich my covenant they brahe^ although

Iivas an hufiand unto them^ faith the Lord. The Jews
^were very tenacious of the law or ritual of Mofes. They
adhered to this long after they had loll: the fpirit of

obedience. But whether it were this, or the la%u of
commandments contained in ordinancesy circumcilion was
conneiSled with both. And if circumciiion was not con-

tained in the hand writing of ordinances^ which Chrift

plotted out, and nailed to his crofs, we think it may be
difficult to prove, that it has ever been aboliflied. W«
do not fuppofe from this, that any abfolute promife

which God ever made to Abraham, or any other per-

fon, has ever been . aboliChed. Conditional promifes,

fuch us Mr. Worcefter tells us thole were which ref-

peiTted the falvation of Abraham's feed, and the feed

bf other believers, can be obligatory upon the promifer,

only by the conditions being fulfilled. And as he has

ftated thefe conditions, it does not appear that either

Abraham or If^iac, or any of tlieir pofterity ever fulfilled

them. If they failed, we ferioufly doubt whether any
other believer has ever complied with them fully : at

leaft, it wants proof.

In all denominations, fome men differ in opinion from
others, and fome have errors which it would be ungen-?

erous to charge upon the whole : but we think we are

authorized to fay, that the Baptifts believe, that every

promife which God made to Abraham refpe<Sting his

natural feed has been, or will be fuliilled, in cafe the

conditions on their part are fulfilled j but that the

promifes fecured to Abraham by covenant refpedling

the Mefiiah, and the blcfllng of the nations in him, re^

main unaltered. Thefe promiies, which include all Abra-

ham's fpiritual feed, are abfolute. They are in Chrift

Jefus ; and in him they are yea and amen. We conceive,

that it no more depended on Abraham's faith whether

the MeiSah Ihould ipring from him, or whether the na-p
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rions tiiould be blefled in the promifed feed, that is, in

Chrift, by believing th« gofpel, than it did, whether
Chrifl ihould rife from the dead on the third day.

But has not the author before us drawn a Uttle from
this " prolific fource," and blended two other covenants

which are manifeftly diftin6t ? We mean the covenant

of circumcifion, and the new covenant mentioned in the

prophecy of Jeremiah.* Speaking of the latter, he
lays, *' This is called, indeed, a new covenant, and on
this account has fometimcs, for want of proper attention

to the fubject, been fuppofed to be different from arty

covenant before eflabltlhed with the church. It is

called a new covenant^ becaufe of its revival and renewal

after it had been for a long time greatly obfcured," &c.
(page 18.) But after all his ingenious labour to prove
his point, he has failed ; and in the very next page, with
much feeming rcluftance, conceded to an important

difference. Speaking of the new covenant, he fays,

«< In the kfl: inftance, indeed, there is an intimation of a

reneival of hi'art, in thofe with whom the covenant is

eftabiifhed." «* An intimation" Sir ; is this all .? Is

there not a poiitive, folenin engagement ? This is an
article, which mufi: forever difiinguilli this new cove-

nant. " An intimation of a renewal of heart !" V/e
could not have believed, had we not feen it from his

own pen, that the " Paftor of the Tabernacle Church
in Salem," could ever have fpoken with fuch cold indif-

ference of the work of the Holy Ghoft in renewing

the heart.

That we have properly " attended to the rdbje(ft,"

we prefume not to fay ; but this we are free to declare,

that it appears to usj that God himfelf lias diftinguiflied

this covenant not only from the one contrafted with it,

but from all others which preceded it. Mark the lan-

guage !

—

The days come^ faith the Lordy that Iivill make a

NEW COVENANT ; not revive an old one. / willput my laiy

in their inivafd parts ^ and ivrite it in their hearts. This

is not the tenor of any former covenant. Is there any

fuch engagement in that of which circanici%n was the

Jcr. XXISI3T, 3^,
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feal ? The fign of that covenant was outward, in the

flefh. Thoiiiands had this fign, which in thele dil-

courfes is called the feal of the rightcoufnefs of faith^ who
ne<7er, as we have any reafan to believe, had any true

faith. In this new covenant^ all bionu the Lonl,frofn

the leajl to the greatejl, A vaft proportion of thole who
were interefted in the covenant of circumcifion, and
had that feal put upon them, we niuft conclude, if we
believe the fcriptures, never knew the Lord. To fay

the lea ll:, this covenant is quite as diftinct from the

Abrahamic covenant, as that was from the covenant

wdiich God made with the Ifraelites, when he took

them by the hand to lead them out of Egypt.

2. Another charge, thougli not the next in order^

which Mr. Worcefter has exhibited agjainft the " Ana-
baptifts," as he very fallidioufly calls us, is fo clofely

conne<5led with this, that we proceed next to confider it.

" They deny, faith he, God's everlalling covenant of

fuperabounding grace, the grand charter of the inher-

itance and privileges of his people, the fource of blef-

fings to all the kindreds of the earth." (page 78.)

If there were any law in force to burn heretics, I

know not, my brethren, how we Ihould feel to have

fuch a charge as this fulminated againll us ; but as

things now are, I am inclined to think, we Ihall be able

to meet it with a good degree of calranefs.

But on what is this dreadful charge founded ? The
v^riter has not condefcended to inform us •, he has made
th.e allertion, and gone on his way. He has left us to

gather his meaning from the general tenor of the dif-

courfes before us. From thele we are led to fuppofe

he muft refer to our not allowing, that the covenant

made with Abraham, which obliged him to circumcife

all the males born in his houfe and bought with money,
obliges Gentile believers to baptize their infants, both

male and female. This we do not believe : we cannot

believe it. But is this full proof, that we "deny God's
everlafling covenant of fuperabounding grace r" We
can by no means admit it. Our confciences bear us wit-

nefs, that we do not knowingly deny any covenant

which God has revealed in liis word ; nor do we feel
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•iiiy other ccHvidion in our minds from this terrible

charge, than of the miftaken zeal of its a\:thor. No, we
have ever acknowledged " God's everlafting covenant"

which contained the proniife of the Meliiah, the only
" fource of bleffings to ail the kindreds of the earth."

We muft therefore view with the deepeil: regret, a de-

claration fo evidently unfounded ; a declaration pecul-

iarly calculated to inflame the paflions, and increale the

unhappy prejudices of thofe who diiJer from us.

Nor is it true, that we deny what is called the
*< Abrahamic," or covenant of circumciiion. We think

we acknowledge it in its full extent, as dated by the

infpired writers, as really as our brethren do. It is true,

we do not acknowledge ail the inferences they draw
from it. But is this denying the covenant itfelf ? Might
V/e not with, as much propriety charge them with a

" denial" of the ordinance of baptifm, becaufe they do
not comply vv^th our views of it, as for them to cjrirg'e

us v/ith denying God's covena.it, becaufe we under-

ftand it differently from themfelves ?

Some of our reafons for difbelievintr t^at Gentile

Chriftians are under the covenant of circumciiion, as

the feed of Abraham were, are founded on the refult

- of the lirft Chrillian council, ftated in the xvth of Afts,

as may be feen in what follows.

When certain men were come from Judea to Anti-

och, they taught the brethren, who were Gentile

believers, that except they yiQxt circumcifed after the mari'^

tier ofMcfesy they could not be faved. Paul and Barna-

bas withftood them, but could not convince them. It was

finally concluded to fend a deputation to the apoftles and

elders at Jerufalem. And after much confukation this

was the refult : For it feemett good to the Holy Ghost,
find to u ;, to lay on you no greater burden than thefe tiecejfary

things ; that ye abjiain from meats ojj-^red to idols, and

from bloodi and from things firangled, and from fornica-

tion J from ivhich if ye keep yourfelveSy ysfhall do nvclL

Fare ye ivell.

By the refult of this council, we fee circumcifion

totally given up, as it rcfpeclcd the Gentiles, and n»
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fubiiitute named in its room. Had there been but
a few P^^dobaptifts in that council, it is thought they
would have fettled the biifinefs at once. Plow eafily

they might have fcopped the mouths of thofe flicklers

for circumciiion ! It would have been only to have
ufcd the modern argument, that baptifm is placed in

the room of circumciiion. That as they ufed to circum-
cife their children, (that is, the males) they had need
only to baptize them. It is perfecSlly unaccountable
that Paul and Barnabas, Vvdiile contending at Antioch.

againft circumciiion, lliould never once think of this ar-

gument. Paul was certainly a very accute reafoner.

In general we find him to have fully comprehended his

fubje<Sl:, and alfo to have availed himfelf of the beft to-

pics of argument. He feems in this inftance to have
negUcled the only rational ground of defence. But is

it not pafilng ilrange;, that not one in the council, which
was coinpoied of nearly all the apoilles and elders of
the Ciiriliian church, ihould ever once have mentioned
tlie only argument which would have fatisfied or con-
founded their opponents ? You cannot now talk with
a P'^dobaptift five minutes on the fubjecl, but he will

tell you, " baptifm came in the room of circumciiion."

There never was a cafe which more urgently called for

this argument, nor when it mi.;ht have been ufed with
greater profpedH: of complete fuccefs. How can we ac-

count for its omiffion ? In one way, we conceive, and
in one only : it had then probably no exiftence.

Had this argument been brought forward in that-

founcilj it muft have produced the happieft effects.. It

would have cut like a two-edged fword ; for it would
not only have ftilled thofe Judaizing Chriftians, who
were clamouring about *ircumcifion, but would alfo

have filenced every objection which any Antip?edobap-
tilf could have raifed.

YVe wiili here to alk one quercion, and leave it witli

our Pxdobaptift friends to anfwer ; and we hope they
will anfwer it confcicntiouily, in the fear of God.
Should a number of thedeicendants of Abraham, at the

prefent day, embrace the gofpel, and embody into a

fehurch ftate, after v/hich v number of Gentile believers^.
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Hiould propofe to unite with them ; but in order to tliis

union, they fhould inlift upon their being circumdfed

after the manner of Mofcs : fhould both parties agree to

refer their diincuUies to a council, to be compofed •

wholly of Psedobaptifts,—we wifli to afk, whether they
do not think that their principal argument with thefe

believing Jews would be, " that circumciiion had been
fuperfeded by baptifm ?" Or, in other words, " That
they were now to baptize their infants, inflead of circum-
ciilng them ?" We wifli not to anticipate their anfwer
any farther than juft to fay, that fliould they not avail

tbemfelves of this argument, they v/ould reafon very
differently v/ith them, from what they do with us,

Anfv/er it as they may, they muft, we think, either

difixT from tbemfelves, or from the council at Jerufa-

lem.
~ We beg the reader's indulgence liere, v/hile v:e di-

grefs a few moments from our fnbject, to anfwer an ob-*

jec>ion which has often been brought by P'^edobaptiits,

againft giving up circumcifion without a fubiiitute.

They have ccnftantly argued, that the Jews were fo

tenacious of this privilege for their children, that they

would never have peaceiibly religned it, vjithout fome-
thing in its room ; and yet it has often been fa^d.that

there was never any difpnte about it. Mr. Etlwards,

reafoning upon this very point, has the following re-

marks :
<' If," faith he, " we take into conlideration the

charaifler of thofe perfons, among whom this cuftom

had prevailed, and among whom it is fuppofed to have

ceafed, we (hall have fufhcient reafon to think it impof-

lible, that a cuftomi of this nature fhould be abrogated,

and they tiot ctpofe afugle luord.^'^ Will not the reader

afk, Had Mr. Edwards never read the xvth chapter of

A6I3 ? Had he never obferved that tiie very firft dif-

ficulty in the Chriiiian church which required the in-

tervention of a council, was occaiioned by a contention

raifed about circumcifion by certain Jewifu believers ?

We fee nothing in the fcriptures to jufnfy the opinion,

that the Jews were tenacious of this privilege, any-

otherwife, than as they conlidered it an ordinance of

* CMid. Rcaf. p.>f-
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God, which they were bound to obferve on pain of

the divine difpleafure. It appears to as, that Psedobap-

tifts rate the privilege much higher than ever the Jews
did. Peter cet-tainly confidered it as « yokcy and a

grievous one too ; which neither their fathers nef

they luere able to bear.

It f'eems to be generally concluded by Paedobaptifts,

that the only reafon why the believing Jews made no
diiBculty about the abrogation of clrcumcilion, was,

that infant baptifm was fubftituted in its room. But
if other Jewifh believers viewed it as Peter did, as a

yoke, is it not probable, when they were brought into

the pure liberty of the gofpel, they would be willing to

difpenfe with fuch a yoke of bondage ?

We wiili the reader ferioufly to confider the two foU
lowing obfervations :

1. That the apoftles had continually to contend

with Judaizing Chriftians, on the fubjedl: of circum-

cifion, although Mr. Edwards and others will not allow

that they " oppofed a fingle v^^ord."

^. That in all the inftances in which the apoftles

had to oppofe the advocates for circumcifion, they never

once rrade w^q of this argument, that the baptifm of in-

fants was fubftituted in its room.
Both of thcfe remarks will be confirmed by a careful

examination of the following fcriptures : Except ye be

c'ii'ciinicifedy and keep the laiu of Mojes ye cannot befavei^

Thoufeejl, brother^ ho%u many thoufand of the Jeius there are

'which believe ; and they are oil zealous of the law : and

they are informed of thee^ that thou teacheft all the Jeivs

Kvhich are among the Gentiles^ toforfake MoJiSy faying^ that

THET OUGHT NOT TO CIRCUMCISE THEIR CHILDREN.f
See alfo the apoffcle's exhortation to the Galatians :

Standfafi therfore^ in the liberty nvhcreivith Chr'ij} hath

made us free^ and be not entangled again with the yoke of
bondage. Behold^ I Paulfay unto you^ that if ye BE CIR-

CUMCISED, Christ shall profit you nothing.^ To
the Philippians he faith, Beiuare of dogs, benvare of evil

workers, beware of the concifion, C5*^.§ And to Titu^,

* A<a« rv. / , 5. f ^ &.% xxi. 40, %\, \ GeI. v. i, a,

§ *hil. iii. .».
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There are many unruly ami vain talkers and deceiveny ES-

PECIALLY THEY OF THE CIRCUMCISION ', ivhofe mmtks
mujl he flopped ,- ivho fubvert nvhole kcufesy teaching things

ivhicb they ought Jiot^for filthy lucre's Jake*
Can any man ferioufly confider thefe pailages, with

many others of the fi^Liie import, and then conclude,

that the Jews made no dilTicuhy about giving up cir-

cumciHon ? that they did not '* oppofe afingle word ?'*

We fnould think, that we were only heating the air to

reafon with fuch a man.
If our reafonings on this head (hould produce no

other effect, will they not exonerate us from the un-
chriftian charge, that we " deny God's everlafting cov-

enant ?" Feeling ourfelves acquit, we leave the author

to anfwer it to his God, and to his confcience.

3. " They deny (faith he) the church of God,
which was formed in the family of Abraham," Scc.f

How has Mr. Worcefter proved this ? How I by
his own aiT:'rtion, as he has the moft of his other

cliarges. We are obliged to find out liis meaning, if we
can, from the general drift of his difcourfes. As this

charge immediately follows the one we have juft been
confidering, it is probably drawn from the fame prem-
ifes. And in anfwer to it we need only fay, we are not

confcious of denying any thing refpedting the " church
formed in Abraham's family," which the fcriptures

eftablirti, or which reafon requires us to believe. We
know of nothing on which the charge can be founded,

but what has been obviated under the preceding article,

unlefs it be this ; that we do not believe the gofpel

church to be a mere continuation of the old Jewilh, but

a fpiritual houfe built up of lively liones. We conceive

the charge, therefore, as unfounded as it would be to

charge us with denying that Great Britain, with which
we were once connected, was a lawful government, be-

caufe we are not now under it, but enjoy different and
greater privileges, under a different conftitution.

Without " difplaying any thing like a fpirit of perfe-

cution, or even of uncharitablenefs," (fee page 78,)

Mr. Worcefter proceeds to fay,

* Tit. J, 10, II. flbid.

c c
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4'. " The grand provllion, which, in his infinite

wifdom and grace, Jehovah has been pleafed to make,
for the prefervation of a righteous feed upon earth, and
for the maintenance and promotion, from age to age, of

his caufe and kingdom in this hoftile world, they not only

deny, but openly contemn." Is it not a proEmation

of language to talk of " charit^blenefs" towards any feft

of profeffing Chriftians, and at the fame time to charge

them not only with denying^ but openly contemnhig the

grand provifion which God has gracioufly made, for the

promotion of his caufe and kingdom in the world ?

This charge, however, appears to us fo totally unfound-

ed, and fo far from that fpirit of meeknefs, which the

love of Chrift infpires, that we (hall attempt no other

tindication, but a folemn appeal to fa^ts, and to the

feelings of our fellow-men. Let thofe, who are beft

acquainted with our fentiments, with our dodtrine, with

our daily converfation and practice, teftify, if they think

us the open deniers and contemners o{ the provifion which

God has made for the " promotion of his caufe and

kingdom in the world " Let the thoufands in Amer-
ica, whom God has gracioufly condefcended to convert

by our minitlry, teftify, if they have evei* feen any thing

in our conducft towards themfelves or others, which
could jiiftify fuch a charge. Let the converted Hin-

doos of Hindoftan declare, if they think the men who
have left their friends, their country, and almoft every

enjoyment held dear by civilized man, to publifh in

thofe benighted regions the precious name of a Saviour :

let thefe teftify, if they have {t^xv any thing in them,

which looks unfriendly to the promotion of the cauf*^

©f God in the world. Although we have much reafon

to lament the languor of our zeal in this precious caufe,

;^et our confciences bear us witnefs in the light of God,

that wc love and pray for its profpcrity j and whilft

thus unjuftly charged, we think we can rejoice, that our

judgment Vs ivith the Lord^ and our wcrk with our God.*

5. The author of the difcourfes, ftlU continuing his

ftrain of accufation, adds—" They deny and co7ittmn thd

grace which is fo kindly and fo condefcendingly offered

* Ifa. xlix. 4.
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for the rplritual renovation and everlafllng falvatlon of
the {eQi\ of the church," (page 79.)

An inquiiitlve mind, if permitted, would naturally

a{k two or three queftions upon this article. Do not

the fcriptures conlider the church as the hndey the Lanih^s

wife^ and the Saviour himfelf as the Bridegroom ?

"Whztfeed then has the church, that are not " renovat-

ed .?" Has the church, properly fpeaking, zny children

but fpiritual ones ? What grace is that fo " kindly offer-

ed," which the Baptifts " deny and contemn ?" And to

whom is it offered ? to parents for their children, or to

children foi* themfelves I We know of no other grace,

nor can we conceive of any which the author can have
reference to, but the grace cf infant baptifm. We know
of nothing which diftinguifbes the children of P^do-
baptifts from the children cf other believers, only their

baptifm. It will be admitted, that there are unworthy
profeffors in all denominations, from whom it would be
improper and diiiiigenuous to form a judgment of the

whole. But it is not perceived, that Pasdobaptifts in

general difcover any more folicitude for the eternal fal-

Vation of their children, than what is apparent in other

Chriftians. Do they more generally reftrain them ixovh

the vanities of the world ? Or do they pray more fre^

quently, or more fervently for them than others ? Tiiey

may indeed prefent their fupplication upon a different

footing from what the Baptifbs do. They may plead

their covenant relation to God ; that ihey have Aoraham
to their father : whereas others have nothing to plead

for tlieirs but the merits of a Saviour, or what is call-

ed " the uncovenanted mercy of God." An obfervation

made by Paul, hi his epiftle to the Romans, may caff

fome light upon the fubjefl. What advantage then, faid

he, hath the Jew F Or nvhat profit is there of circumcifion ?

Much every 'ivay ; chiefly, becaufe that unto them were com*
mitied the oracles of God.*' If to enjoy the oracles of
God was tlie chief advantage which the circumcifed Jew
had above others ; and " baptifm places children in the
fame relation to the church, as circumcifion did," it will

be difficult, we believe, to point out any great advan-

Rom. iii. I., 2.
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tages, which the children of P^edobaptuls enjoy, which
vue not equally enjoyed by others. The oracles of God,
as far as we know, are as freely and fully enjoyed by
the children of the Baptifts, as by any others. St.

Paulj.in another of his cpiftles, gives us his opinion of

the real value of all the privileges to be derived from
the covenant of circumcifion. Though I might nlfo, faith

]ie, have confidence in the ficfij. If any other man thinkcth he

hath whereoj he may tnijl in thefie/h, I more. Circum"

fifed the eighth clayy of thejlc.ch of Ifrael, of the tribe of Uen-

jnminyan Hebreiu of the Hebrews y ^c. But what things

•ivere gain to me I counted lofs for Chrifl. Tea doubtlefsy

and I count all things but lofs^for the excellency of the Innvl-

edge of Chrijl Jejus my Lord ; for ivhom Ihavefufi'ered the

I'fs of all things y and do count them but dung that I may
luin Chrif,^ "We very much doubt, whether any per-

fons who were ever truly humbled before God, under
a fenfe of their guilt and unworthinefs, then felt as

if they had any thing to plead but pure mercy. All

their felf-exalting fchemes, founded upon their fuppofed

covenant relation to God, at once dihippeared, and rhcfe

things which befpre they had reckoned upon as enti-

tling them to divine favour, they counted but dung, that

they might ivin Chrijl.

The following, founds very different to us, from the

ftyle of the New-Teftament writers, viz. Conditional

promifes to parents, by which their children may or m:iy

not become " fubjecfts of grace." (page 38.) " Grace
fo kindly offered to us for our children." (page 77.)

And *' grace offered for the fpiritual renovation of the

ytW of the church." (page 79.) This language is about

as unintelligible to a Baptift, as that was to Nehemiah,
which was fpoken by the children of thofe Jews who
had married wives of Alhdod, &c.f We hence leave it

to thofe who can better underltand it j and proceed to

his next charge.

6. "The great body of God's vifible profe(fing peo-

ple, even the most enlightened, and the most
FAITHFUL, for hundreds of years, they utterly fet atide,

• Phil lii, 4,5, 7, 8. f N-li-jtnhih xiii. 2J, %.\.
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jis conilltutlng no pp.rt of the true church of Chrift, but

only a part of Aiitichrift."

We very much regret, that Mr, Worcefter fliould

throw out fuch an unquaHfied charge, without produ-

cing a fcrap of proof to fupport it. Can we fuppofe, that

he ferioufly beheved this to be the fentiment of the

Baptiils in general ? If fo, we iliall ftill regret, that he
has undertaken to reprefent to the world, or rather

to mifreprefent the fentiments of a people, which he
knows fo little about.

Could any thing be produced from the writings of

an individual, which might feem to bear hard upon the

viability cf the Psedobaptift churches, this alone would
not prove it to be the general fentiment of the denom-
ination. Do not the printed works of the Baptifts,

from time immemorial, abundantly (how that they hold
no fuch fentiment ?

The writer of thefe flieets thinks it incumbent on
himfelf, in this place to declare, that as far as he has

been able to underfhand the fentiments of his own de-

nomination, both in Europe and America, they never
have denied that Piedobaptifts were vifible Chrifiians

;

that a number of them united together, may be con-
sidered as a vifible church •, and that a minifter regu-

larly placed over them, may be a vifible minifler of
Chrift. Yet they confider them, individually and unit-

edly, in an error with refpedl to baptifni : that fo far

as their vifibility depends on baptifm, fo far it is defe(ft-

ive. AVe think we can fay, in the lincerity of our
hearts, that we uixfeignediylove oiir Paedobaptift breth-

ren, who appear to walk in the fpirit of the gofpel

;

and are determined to treat them as Chriftians *, but

as Chriftians whom we view in an error, as expreffed

above, notwithftanding the hard things they are faying

of us. If Mr. Worceller can mike out, that our deny-
ing the validity of their baptifm, is denying that they
make any « part of the true church, but only a part of
Antichrifl," then his aiTertion may be true, and not
otherwife. The fuppofition, however, is too abfurd to*

be admitted ; for it would bring us to this conclufion,

that baptifm conflituted the true churcK of Chriilv^

c c 2
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then confequenily nothing more would be neccdary
to make men true Chriftians, but to be rightly baptized.

f>. The author of the difcourfes lias charged, the

Anabapt'i/is* with " placing inch ftreGj upon baptifm in

their mode, as to make it the fubjeft on which to dif-

'gtXzyth.QiT greatejl %e.al ; thus making people,beheve,' in too

many inftances, that going into the water will anfwer

all the purpofes of their prefent comfort and of their

eternal falvation." (Note, page 7S.) .^

Can Mr. Worcefter lay his hand upon his heart, an^
folemnly declare, that he beheves the above charge to

be true ^ If he believes it, he believes it becaufe he has

evidence of its truth ; for he is certainly a rational

man, and no rational man will believe without evidence.

If he has evidence, he certainly can exhibit it to the

public. And that we may be either proved guilty, or

elfe honourably acquitted, we call upon him as a gentle-

man, as a man of honour, as a Chrlftian, as a ChrilHan

minifter, to bring forward the proof, that we " difplay

our greateft zeal in making people believe, that going

into the water Vvdll anfwer all the purpofes of their pref-

ent comfort and of their future falvation."

If it cbuld be fairly proved, that any minifter who
bears the name of a Baptift, had fo far departed from
our known and avowed fentiments, as to teach in the

manner ftated in the charge, he would, on being con-

victed, be immediately reje«Sted from our connexion.

It is notorious to all who have the leail knowledge of

our fentiments, that we baptize only upon a profejjlon of

faith. That is, fuch perfons only as in a judgment of

charity are thought to be experimental Chriflians.

* The term Anabaptift,has by common confent been perna'tte.l to re-

pofc for about half a century. During' this period, our opponents have
generally been content to call us Baptifts ; but Mr. VVorcellcr thinks ic

not fulBciently defcriptive ; for he fays, '• We are all Baptills," and h.rnce

concludes, as we re-baptize (as he calls it) fuch as they have fprinklcd in

Mifancy, Anabaptift is the moft proper term of difliiit^tion. (See liis note,

page 66.) A gantleman in ConneClicut, who has lately publiihcd a large

jia-nphlct on the fubjeifl of baptifm, &t. feems not content witii any
names they have hitherto given us. He choofes to diftinguifli us by
the term Dipping Baptiils, and Duck-dipping Baptiils, and I know not

how many more names. After all, it will be remembered, that hard

Rtiuici., and hard argunaenti, arc very different tlungs.
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Should any deiire to be baptized upon tbe |)rinciple

laid down in the charge, it would in our opinion prove
them totally unqualified for the ordinance. The pub-
lic have the ciiarge before them, but candour requires

that they fnould fufpend their opinion until proof is

exhibited to fubflantiate it. Mere vague report, or even
fomc folitary inftances of real imprudence, if fuch could

be found, would not be deemed fufficient to fix a charge
generally upon the whole denomination. Permit us to

afk, Do we preach more frec[uently upon baptifm in

our mode, than Psedobaptifts do upon the fame fubje(ft

in theirs ^ Do we write and publilh more books in

defence of our fentiments than they do of theirs ? Facts>

fpeak fo plainly to the contrary, that we think no one
will afTert it. Do we " placef inch a llrefs upon bap-
tifm in our mode," as to adminilter the ordinance to

any who cannot give a fatisfaiSlory and Icriptural reafon

of their hope ? We certainly do not. The miniil:ers

of our denomination, perhaps all of them, have frequent

applications for baptifm by perfons who are otherwife

decent, but not being able to give evidence of a change
of heart, they are denied. How then does it appear

that we are guilty of " making people believe, in too

many inftances, that going into the water will anfvver

all the purpofes of their prefent comfort and eternal

{^ilvation ?'* It does not appear at all, at leail from any^

thing known to us. On the whole, tlie charge before

us has an afpe<St fo perfeelly refembling wliat the fcrip-

tures call JIander, that if it had come from almofl: any
other quarter belides from the Rev. Mr. Worceller, we
Oiould have been hable to have miilaken it for that

deteftable vice.

7. The next thing which we fhall notice, is a charge

againft us of «< delufion and fuperftition," on the ac-

count of our pretending to fi/Uiu Chriil into the water.

(See note, page 71.)

This charge is indeed in the form of a queftion 5 but

it is evidently intended to a^Tert what it feems to in-

c^uire after. ' It is ftated thus : " Does not the idea,

then, of following Chrifl into the water, which has

unhappily fo powerful an effe<^t upon many minds, par-

take very much of the nature of iJtlufcn \m^ fnperJiltionV*
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That the reader may better underftand Mr. Worcelt-

ter's argument, we ohferve, that the object of the note

from which the above is extra(51ed, is to explain away
the evidence arilingin favour of immerfion, from John's

baptifm ; or to prove that John's b.-.ptilm was not Chrif-

tian baptifm ; therefore, as Chrift was baptized by him,

it was " no example for Chriftians."

" Chrift's baptifm,'* faith he, " was defi'gned regularly

to introduce him into his prieftly office, according to^

the law of Mofes, under which he commenced his min-

iftry, and which it behoved him to fulfil." ' This fam«

fentiment was made the theme of a fmall pamphlet,

publilhed fome years ago by Mellrs. Fifh and Crane,

entitled, "The baptifm of Jefus Chrift not to be imi-

tated by Chriftians." We have noticed obfervations

to the fame import in the writings of feveral other

Paedobaptilb.

The author before us continues his argument thus :

" There is no evidence that Chrift was buried in the

water ; and even if he were, his baptifm was of an im-

port very dilFerent from that of the baptifm which he

afterwards inlHtuted for his followers. Are we to go

into the water, under the idea of following Chrift—into

his prieftly office ? Ought we to call this ddufim and

fuperflition, or ought we to call it the height of impiffy F"

The reader will here obferve, that this argument

denies that Chrift's baptifm would be an example for

believers, if it could be proved beyond a doubt that hc'

were immerfed by John, in Jordan. The reafon affign-

ed, is, " his baptifm was of a dift^erent import from that

which he inftituted for \\\zjolloiuers,'^ So it feems then,

he d^d not intend hhfcl'owers Cnouldfol/oiu hini^ Was
not every other aft of Chrift's life, after he entered on

his public work, as really of a " dilierent import" from

the work afligned us, as his baptifm I If fo, in what

then are we to follow him I

Our Pajdobaptift brethren argue their mode of fprink-^

hng from the fprinklings under the law. Thefe, no
doubt, were prccifely of the fame import of infant bap»

tifm : no difficulty in tracing a complete refemblance-

here, though the fprinkling were only of blood and

a£hes ! B»t if we talk of following Chrift into the
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water, Co as to have our bapiifm refemble hls^ we are

chargeable with the ** height of impiety !"

We will now confider the arguments by which this

charge is fupported. It is faid that " Chrift's baptifm
was deligned regularly to introduce him into his prieftly

office, according to the law of Mofes." Hence this

concluHon is drawn, that for any to pretend to imitate

him in his baptifm, muit be a facrilegious intruiion upon
his prieilly office.

But the fentiment ftated above labours under feveral

important difficulties : a few of them will be briefly

noticed.

1 By the law of Mofes, no Jlranger wlio was not of
the feed of Aaron, might come near to offer incenfe on
pain of death.* Every thing wkich pertained to the

fervice of the tabernacle was committed to the Levites,

and the Jlranger that (hould dare to come nigh was to

be put to de&th,\ By the ftranger here, we are not to

underftand the Gentiles, but any of the other tribes.

As the tribe of Levi was felecled for all the outward
fervice of the tabernacle, fo the priefthood was exclu-

lively given to the houfe of Aaron. How then^ v/e

afk, could Jefus Chrirt be baptized, to introduce him
" regularly into his prieftly office, according to the law
of Mofes/' when by that very law he could not be a

prit-ft ?

2. If Jefus had been of the tribe of Levi, and of the

family of Aaron, his baptifm by John in Jordan could

not have " regularly introduced him into his prieftly

offi"ce, according to the law of Mofes j'' for it did not

correfpond at all with that law, refpeJting a regular in-

duction into the priePi's office. The form of indu(5tion,

as prefcribed by Mofes, is as follows :

—

And this is the

th'itig that thou JJjalt do utito thcnij to hal'oiv thciny to m/u-

ijhr unto me in the priefis' cffice. Take one young bullccky

and two rams ivithout bletnijh ;. and unlcavetied breads Sec.

And Aaron and his Jons th.ujhalt bring unto the door of the

tabernacle of the congregation^ and fhalt iv.^flj them iviih

ivater'i &c. After this they were to be adorned with
Ijply garments, the bullock and the rams to be facri-

* Numb. xvi. 40. f i 51.
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ficed, and Aaron and his fons fprinkled with the blood.

This account may be ieen at large in the twenty-nintU
chapter of Exodus, which the reader is deSred to com-
pare with the baptifm of Jefas by John in Jordan ; and
then let him afk himfelf, whether he can poffibly believe

that the latter was intended " regularly to introduce

laim into his prieftly office, according to the law of

Mofes." Had John -.ittempted to have waflied Jefus at

the door of the tabernacle, with a view to inducSV him
into the prieft's office, it is probable the whole nation

tvould have rifen up againft them : for they were fa

zealous of the law of Mofes, that Mr. Edwards tells us,

*« they would wrangle for a rite, quarrel for a faft, and
almoli fight for a new-moon."

3. Another infuperable difficulty, which attends Mr.
Worcefter's explanation of the baptifm of Chrift, is, he
^^as not made a prtejl after the law of a carnal command'
fnent, but after the poiuer of an endkfs Ife* He not only
pertained to another tribe, of ivhich no man gai/e attendance

ct the altar, but was a prieft of an order every way dif-

tindl from the order of Aaron, or any thing prefcribed

by the law of Mofes. By the oath of God, Chrift was
made a prieft after the order of Melchizedec.\ Let it be
fairly proved, that Melchizedec's order of priefthood

required that Jefus fliould be baptized In Jordan, and
we will acknowledge the argument to be in point. But
even to admit this, would eftabliih another interefting

idea, i. e. that Melchi-zedec was alfo a Baptift !

From the preceding remarks it appears that Mr.
Worcefter's afiertion, that " the baptifm of Chrift was
regularly to introduce him into his prieftly office," is.

not only without foundation, but we conceive u'tterly

inczpable of proof. If the law of Mofes limited the
priefthood to the tribe of Levi ; then Jefus, who was
of the tribe of Judah, could not by that law be regular^.

ly introduced into the prieli's office. And if by divine

appointment the perfons legally qualified to be inducfl-

ed into the prieft's office, were to be wnjhed at the

door of the tabernacle—clothed with hch garments—and
fprinkled with blcod, then the baptifm of Jefus in Jordan^^
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ts It diiFered from every thing pfefcribed by the law o£

Mofes, cannot be confidered as anfwering any require-

ment of thnt law. And if Chrill were a prieft after

the order of Melchizedec, then the law of Mofes re-

fpe£ling the Aaronic prieilhoodj had nothing to do
with his induclion into his prieftly office.*

Is it not aftonifhing that men who have the Bible in

tlieir hands, can reafon at fuch a rate •, and, with " an

afTurance peculiar to ihemfelves," alTert, that " the bap-»

tifm of Chrifi: is not to be imitated by Chriftians j" but

was " intended to introduce him into his prieftly of-

fice ;" therefore td pretend to follow him into the water,

muft be " delufion and fuperftition," if not the very
" height of impiety ?

"

What effedt Mr. Worcefter^s alarming charge of
" deluiion and fuperftition," may have on fuch of his

brethren as are diifatisfied with their infant baptifm,

and who have almoft determined to follow Chril't in his

holy ordinances, we know not. It is poilible that it

may deter them from their duty a little longer, but we
think in the end, they muft fee, that all his " exhibi-

tion of fcripture argument," amounts to nothing more
than a bold aiTertion. If there be any law of Mofes, that

required Jefus to be baptized in Jordan, we (hall thank

Mr. Worcefter to point it out to us ; for we cannot

find it in our Bibles. If no fuch law ever exiited, we

* Great as Abraham the patl-iarch and father of the Jewilh church

Vvas, the priefthood of Chrifi is reckoned after the order of one ^ho
Was faid to be greater than him. (Heb. vii. 7.) As Mckhizedcc
brought forth ireaJ and tvine to Abraham, when hevras returnbg from
the flaiigliter of the kings aud bleffcd him ; fo Chrift inftitutcd bread

und ivine as the fymbols by which his death fhould be eonimemoratcd

to the end of time. This, and his offering of hin fdf upon the tree ef

the crofs, were adls whicli particularly diftin[j;uinied the prieftjy office

of C'hriil, We have r.o accour.t of his ever ofBciating as a prieft in the

temple. He prefented lieither blood nor incenfc, befides his own.

£ur if he ivcrt on earthy faid the apoflle, be foould not be a p-lejiy feeing

ibat there are prieftz that offer gifts according to fbe /azv.f 1 herefsrc

ChrJii:, as the great Apofde and High Prieit of our profcfiion, when
he had made this one offering for lin, did not enter ixito the holy place

hiade with hands, but into heaven itfeJf, by his own blood, aud novr

appease in the prefcoce of God for us.

I Heb. tUL 4.
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itiuft conclude the baptifm of Chrifl; had feme othci'

meaning.

The reader will compare the obfervations we have
made, with thole parts of the facred Icriptures to which
they refer

; particularly to Paul's account of the prieft-

hood of Jefus Chrift, in his epiftle to th« Hebrews. If

this examination be made by an honeft mind, aided by the
enlightening influences of the Spirit of truth, we have
no doubt but all his fears of its being mere " delufion

and fuperftition," to follow the bleiled Saviour in his

baptifmal example, will inflantiy vanilh away. He will

with grateful and adoring views of the condefcenfion of

the Son of God, mofl cheerfully follow him into his

watery grave, and be buried mj'ith him in baptifiny in the

full and firm hope of rifing to nvalk with him in tiewnefs

If the author before us intended to fix his charge
of delufion^ fupcrjlition^ and impiety only on fuch as

iman by following Chrift into the water, to " follow

him in his prieilly office," it will implicate none of the

Baptifts : iot we prefume none of them ever believed

him to be baptized for that purpole. None but P;edo-

baptifts, who caUtioitily Ihun the awful ddufwn of " imi-

tating Chrift in his baptifm," believe any fuch thing.

There muft be a greater difplay of " Icripture argument'*

than we have ever yet feen, to convince us that Chrift

was immerfed by John to fulfil the law of Mofes.

It is plain to be feen, how much Mi\ Worcefter re-

grets, that the idea of " followilig Chrift into the wa-
ter, which he fays has unhappily fo powerful an efteet

upon many minds,** Ihoiild after all be left in the hands
of the Baptlfts, to be ufed as a '< fort of popular charm,"

to get people into the water. That it has a very " pow-
erful eftect" upon a heaven-^born foul, we have no
doubt ; but we never before heard that it was an " un-

happy " cfl^et^. If thofe who have felt its influence are

the proper judges, the evidence will certainly be turned

againft him. On the whole, v;e fee nothing which bids

fairer to come under the denomination of " delufion,'*

than to be left to believe, that Chrift did not intend his

baptifm Jhould be imitated by his followers. The Jew4

boafted that they were not Chrift's, but Mofcs's dlfciples 5
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and fome Pxdobaptifts feem to exult that they are not

fo deluded as to follow him into the water, to imitate

his baptifmal example. We envy not their happinefs,

but we freely confefs, we afpire after the felicity of

thofe of whom it will one day be faid, Thefe are ihey

which FOLLOW THE Lamb luhitherfoevcf he goeth.*

There are many other things in the difcourfes which
have been the fubje<5t of thefe animadverfions, which
we confider as highly repreheniible, but our limits for-

bid that we Ibould enlarge. A few things, which re-

fpe^t the mode of baptifm, wilt probably be noticed

in our next fedlion. Mr. Edwards propofed a fliort

method with the Baptifts, but Mr. Worcefter has taken

a ftill fnorter ; for while the former attempted to run
down one or two of their main arguments, the latter

has only to declare that they do not " touch the point,"

and the bufinefs is done. His words are, "The argu-

ments mod in ufe among the Antipscdobaptifts, and of

the greateft efficacy, as a fort of popular charm, do not

touch the points of real ditl'erence between us and
them." (Note, page 58.) If the " real points of differ-

ence have not been touched," in the preceding fheets,

we fhall only have to regret our inability to difceni

them. Our objc6i: has been to " touch " them fo as to

be felt, yet in a refpeftful candid m.anner ; whether we
have failed in the attempt an impartial public will judge.

Confcious of having directed our arguments to the " real

points of difterence," it would give us little pain ibould

any gentleman modejily declare them nothing more than
" a popular charm." We pray God to fucceed them,
for the removal of real differences between good men.

SECTION VII.

StriBures on the Ohfervatiotis of the Rev. Mr, JVorce^er^

Dr. Ofgoody and others , upon the MODE of Baptifm,

IT is extremely difficult to write or fpeak fo

as not to be cenfured by thofe who are difpofed lo cavil.

" If your fentiments are confiftent," fay our opponents,

Rev. xlv. 4.
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«< why do you talk about the mode of baptifm ? Immer-
fioii and baptifm muil be fynonymous terms with you,"

They are indeed fo with us, and when we talk or write

to thofe of our own denomination, we ufe them in this

fenfe. But, fays another, « the difpute is not about

baptifm itfelf, but only about a mere mode of baptifm."

Very well *, let it be mode, if we can only underftand

one another. We fhall therefore ufe the term modey

not meaning by it to concede that there are different

modes equally valid, but as being beft adapted to explain

the different views of the two denominations. " The
queftion," faith Mr. Worcefter, " properly between us,

15 not this, Whether any were baptized in the days of

Chrift and his apoftlesby immerfion or dipping j but it

is precifely this, Whether immerfion or dipping be the

only valid mode of baptifm." (Note, page 73.)

If Islr. Worcefter himfelf can " touch the points of

real difference between us and them," and this is an

accurate ftatement of one of them, it will narrow the

crround of controverfy confiderably. By this ftatement

it will be feen, that if it be not a queftion between us

and them, " whether fome \^(^\-q baptized in the days

of Chrift and h"s apoftles by immerfion," then it nnift

be a conceded point that there were fome immerfed at

that period. And if it be not a queftion, whether im-

merfton or dipping be a valid mode of baptifm, l^ut

whether it be the " only valid m?de," then immerdon

is unqueftionably a valid mode. The " point of differ-

ence" is here fo nicely «< touched," as to leave our

practice on the firm bafts of apoftolic authority. Let

the author before us prove fprinkling to be equally

valid, and there will be no queftion about that : it v.'ill

then be acknowledged by us as v/eil as them, that both

are valid.

That immerfion is an apoftolic valid mode, is as capa-

ble of proof as any otlier event placed at that diftance.

But it may be alked, How is it to be proved ? We
arifwer, 1ft, from a fair and candid conftruclion of

fcripture teftimony refpec^in^^ the ordinance ; 2d, from

the moft authentic ecdeftailical hiftory j and 3d, we

alfo prove it from the fall and fair conceftions of many
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of the moil: learned and pious Pasdobaptifls them-

felves.*

After furnilliing all this kind of proof, in the moft

ample and plenary manner, our opponents infift that

we mull: alfo difprcve their mode. We can fee no pro-

priety in fuch a demand, nor ll.all ve undertake it, any-

further than the proving our own w'll difprove theirs.

If they practice fprinkling for baptifm, they certainly

ought to exhibit proof of its validity.

Mr. Worcefter charges the author of the Seven Ser-

mons on the fubjecfts and mode of baptifm, that <^ he

sjftrts much and proves little." Vv^e think that fume of

his ov.'n afTertions would have c /rried quite as much
conviction, if they had been fupported by a little more
proof. His fifth inference labours for the want of proof.

It is ftated as follows : " It may be inferred from our

fubjecSt, that fprinkling or aifufion is a valid mid Jcrip-

tural mode of baptifm." (page 64.) Bat fi'om what is

this inference drawn ? Not from any direcf fcripture

teftimony, for the fcriptures are wholly "lilent."-]- Not
from any authentic hiitory, " becaufc there is nothmg
directly on the fubject, either for or againll infmt bap-

tifm, in the fragments which have come down to us of

the writings of the firft century."^ It muft therefore

refi: on the following circumilances : That a church v/as

conftituted in the family of Abraham j that circumciliou

was a feal or token of memberflrlp m that church ;

that the famiC church has been continued under the

gofpel difpenfation, and for ages has been exckifively

among the PxdobaptiRs ; that God has owned them as

his church ; and they have always praclifed ipiinkling

or aifufion ; therefore, "fprinkling or aftufion is a valid

and fcriptural mode of baptifm " If the inference has

any thing better than the above to lupport it, we very

much miftake. As a fpecimen of Mr. Worcf fter's rea-

foning in fupport of the inference, the reader will take

the following : " But if there have been, in every peri-

od, a true church in the world ; then there have been,

in e%ery period, eflentially correct views of the facra-

• See Part II. Sedl. iv, and v.

f Mr. P. Edv.ards. \ Mr. Worcefter, note, poge 60.
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ments and feals of the church. In particnlnr, fince the
alteration of the firft feal, there nnift have been eflen-

tially corre(ft views of baptifm : for it were no lefs

abfurd in itftlf, than incompatible with the purpofes
and promifes of God, to fuppofe that at any period a

true church has exiiied without efTentially correct views
of the firft facrament and fcal"

" It is, however, (continues the author) a well fup-

ported h^j that in tlie firft ages of Chriftianity, ^nd
for abcut twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifm by
fprinklirig or aiFufton was univerfally allowed to be
fcriptural and valid. Even thofe who in ordinary cafes

hnpiizLd by immeyfion, did not deny, but admitted, the
validity of bapt-ifm by fprinkling or alfufton." (page

64,65.)
The reader will here notice another full and fair

conceftlon—that the manner of baptizing was in ordi^

nary cafes by IMMERSION. Tliis is an undoubted fa61: :

but that fprinkling, during the apoftolic age, and for

two centuries after, was allowed to be fcriptural^ or,,

properly fpeaking, valid^ we lliall not believe without
proof. Euiebius, about the middle of the third century,

gives us the foilowiiig account of Novatus : « He fell

into a grievous diftemper, and it being fuppofed that

he would die immffiiiitcly, he received baptifm (being

bf^Jprinkled with water) on the bed whereon he lay, if

that can be called baptilm."* If fprinkling were con-

fidered equally valid as immerfion, why fliould this

ancient father make the above exception ? If equally

valid, why fhould the Ncryca^fariati toimcil declare fucli

pcrfons incapable of being admitted to the degree of

prefbyters in the church } \ Vv'e have never yet feen

any fair proof that fprinkling was in any inflance ad-

mitted in the apoftolic age. Tut after infpiration had
ceafed, and men began to mix their own inventions

with the pure dodrine of Chrift, and had concluded

that baptifm was effentiai to falvation, cafes frequently

occurred which they called cafes of rwctffity ; that is,

where pcrfons v/ere ftck and in danger of dying. Thefe
were, we acknowledge, in fome inftances fprinkled :

* 8<= Part II. paje oj. | Dr. Care, pare 196.
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but this fprlnkllng u^as almoil: as difTcrent from that

which is now in ufe as immcrlion itfelf. It was not a

few drops of water put on the face only, but the per-

fons were fprinkled from head to foot.*" It was an
entire "wetting, Uke what is faid of Nebuchadnezzar,
who was wet with the dew of heaven. This wetting

of the perfon all over by fprinkh!ng, though it were not
an immerlion, it approximated to it ; and even this was
admitted only in cafes of imperious neceflity. Dr. Cave
thus remarks upon it : " This was accounted a ' lefs

foltmn and perfect kind df baptifm, partly becaufe it was
done not by immerfion^ but hj fprinkling ,- partly becaufe

perfons were fuppofed at fuch a time to defire it, chiefly

out of fear of death."f The Dodlor further adds, ** The
place where this folemn a^lion v/as performed, was at

Jirft unlimited. Any place where there was water, as

Juftin INIartyr tell uS) in po.'ids and /^.hs ; at fprings or

riverSi as Tertullian fpeaks Afterwards they had their

{haptijh'vu') fonts built, at firft near the church, then in

the church-porch, to reprefent baptifm as being the

entrance into the myflical church.":}: Thefe, he in-

forms us, were ufually very large and capacious, fo

" that they might comport with the general cuftoms of
thofe tim.es, of perfons baptized being immerled or put

under water."

Two things are clearly demonftrated by the above
quotations. Firft, That immerfiGu^ during the firft

centuries, was confidered as the only fcriptural bap-
til in. Second, That fprinkling was adaiitted only in

cafes of fuppofed neccffity, and then confidered as a

kind of w;pt;y'^^7 baptifm. Tliis proves that it was a

mere human inventiouj a departure from the inftituted

mode ; for if it had been fanclioned by apoftolic au-

thority, it muft liAve been conlidered equally valid as

im.merlion. In facl, there can be no fair reafon affigned

why they fliould immerfe in ordinary cafes, or even at

all, had they viewed fprinkling equally valid.

" It is, however, a well fupporLed fa<5t," faith T^Ir.

Worceiler, " that in the firft ages of Chriftianity, aiul

* See Dr. Wltfius en the Covenants, Vol. llf.

f Prim. Chi-iftianity, page 196. | Ibid, page 198, 199.

D d 2
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for about twelve or fifteen hundred years, baptifm by
fprinkling or affafion was univerfally allowed to be

fcriptural and valid." By whom is this * fact fupport-

ed ?" Certainly not by Eufebius and Socrates j* not by
Cave,t Wallji Mo[heiai,§ nor Robinfon.|j Thefe all

fupport exactly the contrary ; that immeriion was the
divinely appointed mode, and that fprinkhng, for the
fake of conveniency or neceffity, v;ithout divine author-

ity, was adopted in its room. In proof of this, we add
the following: "There has," fays Dr. Wall, «*no nov-
elty or alteration, that I know of, in point of baptifm,

been brought into our church, but in the ivay or manner
of adminiftering it. The way that is now ordinarily

ufed, WE CANNOT DENY TO HAVE BEEN A NOVELTY,
brought into the church by thofe who learned it in

Germany or at Geneva."^ This honeft confeflion,

v^^ith what we have quoted from Eufebius and Cave,

militates exceedingly with Mr. Worcefter's << well fup-

ported fa6l," of the fcriptural validity of fprinkling.

After fpending a number of pages, in attempting to

prove the validity of fprinkling from the practice of

the Psedobaptift chvuxhes, without producing the leaft

Jcr'ipture authority^ Mr^ Worcefter adds, *' The fair and
rnvindbie concluiion then is, thut fprinkling or affuhon,

the mode of baptifm pra^tifed in thefe churches, is

fcriptural and valid." On what does this invincible con-

cluiion reft .^ Why truly, on this, That the Pgedobap-

tiils, v/ho are God's true church in an exclufive fenfe,

have for centuries pra^tifed fprinkling in the room of

immerfion, therefore it muft be " fcriptural and valid."

The author does not pretend to have proved it from
the Bible, but informs us " there is nothing in the

fcriptures againft it, but much, as might be fliewn did

tihu permit, in favour of it." (page 69.) What a pity

it is that he had not fpared fome of his time fpcnt in

invef^tives again 11 the Baptifts, aixi proved this important

"point. If It had been of no fervice to us, it might have

helped fome of his wavering brethren, who we conceive

« Eccl Hift. f Prim. Chrlf. \ Hlft. Infant Bap.

$ £ccl. Hift.
II

Hift. Bap. ahd Eccl. Refcarchc*.

\ DefeD€€ of Hiil. lufam Bap. p. 146.



•^^ ^^^ APPENDIX. 3H

muft be more perplexed than ever, from the confufed
contriidictory account he has given of the ordinance.

Mr. Worcefter has conceded, not only imphcitly, but
in direiSl terms, that immerfion v/as the ancient ordinary

mode : yea, that it was praclifed in the days of Chrift

and his apoftles j and after all denied that there is any
proof of it. We will place his obfervations before the
reader, and leave him to make his own comments.

Speaking of baptifm in the " firfi: ages of Chriftiani-

ty," he fays, << Even thofe who in ordinary cafe: baptized

iy immerjnn^ did not deny, but adniitted the validity of
baptifm by fprinkling or aTulion." (p^g*^ G^, %b.)

Again, "Thequeftion properly between us is not this,

Whether ant were baptized in the days of Christ
AND HIS APOSTLES BY IMIvlERSION OR DIPPING ; but

it is precifely this, Wliether immerfion or dipping

be the only valid mode of baptifm ? (Note, page 73.)

He qi.otes the following from Dr. Wall : "The
ancient Chriftians, wl.en they vjere baptized b\' immer-
sion, were all baptized naked, &c." <* It is a clear cafe,"

fiys the author, "that ivhen they ivcre baptized hy im-
mersion, they were immerfed three times, &c." (Note
page 74.) Thei'e are fome of the conceinons in the

difcourfes before us. The following appear to us like

contradictions. " We have (faith the author) no evi-

dence in the fcriptures, that in the days of Chrifl and
his apoftles, any per/on was baptized by immersion." (page

69.) " Could it ev-en be proved, as'however it cannot

be, ih^ii fo7ne nvere baptized in the apojlles' days by IMMER-
SION, it would avail nothing againft our pracSlice, unlefs

it could be proved that none v/ere baptized in any other

way." (Note, page 73.)

It is thought that Mr. Worcefter has fallen into the

fame inconfiftencies in defending his own practice as in

oppoflng ours. The following is a fpecimen : « As
there was (faith he) no difpute about baptifm in the

lirft ages of Chriftianity, it ihould not be expelled that

much would be found particularly on the fubjetSt, in

"the writings of thofe ages. But becaufe there is no-

thing DIRECTLY ON THE SUBJECT EITHER FOR OR
AGAINST INFANT BAPTISM, in the fragments which have

•come doY/n to us of the writings of the £ri1 century,



512 APPENDIX.

the Antipiedobaptifts, with an afParance peculiar to them-

felves, have undertaken to ajjerty not to prove^ that

during the firft century, infant baptifm was not pradifed

in the church." (Note, page 60.) After thus acknowl-

edging that in the writings of the firft century there is

nothing dire^Vly " either for or againft infant baptifm,"

he goes on to lay, that " in the writings of Clejnnnus.Ro-

mauus, and Hermes Paflcr, both coteniporaries with the

apoftles, paflages are extant, which by fair implication^

prove the pradice of infant baptifm in their day."*

* There is an ingenious obfcurity in the manner of Mr. Worceftor's

quoting thefe ancient writers. Had we no other means of afccrt.xin-

ing the time when tliey lived and wrote, but the ftatement in the rote

before us, it wouUl not be very cafy to determine ia w hat coKury they

lived. An incautious reader might fiippole that they all lived in or near

the liril century ; whereas the fad is, they extend through four or five,

" TertuUian," fays the author before \is, " was about 1 1 years old v.'hcn

Polycarp dic-.l " But how are we to know when Polycarp died ?

Again, " Cyprian, bitliop of Carthage, who fujTered martyrdom for the

Chiriftian faith, only about five years from the deadi of Orlgen " Ah,
indeed, it is prclumed th.t every one luiovvs when Origcn died ! But

whrit of Cyp/ian ? Why, he ''was prefitient of a council which con-

fifted of lixty-iix biftiops or pallors of churches, and which delivered an

unanimous opinion that the b.\])tifm of infants whs not to be deferreil

(as fonie had fui pofed it fhould he) until the eighth day, but might be

given the;ii at any time before " But when was this council iicld ?

Why, fome time m the life of Cyprian, and h« fuffcred martyrdom on-

Iv five years after thr deach <)f Ori^^^en. Novv who could tell by all

this whether this council was held in the firit, fecond or third century ?

But what does the rcfult of it prove, with rcfpcdl to infant baptifm *s

behig an apofculic pra*?:tice ? i-Voching at all, we conceive, but much to

the contrary. Th;.- iA&. is, this council was in the year 256. The
occafion was, a country bifliop by the name of Fidus could not detcr-

nurie by his Bible, nor by any ufage of the church, whether new born

infants might be baptized, or whether it mull le deferred until the

eighth diy. He a} i)ried to Cyprian, but he had no rule by whicli to

determine the quel' i :^, until it was fettled by the opinion of the above

council. If !t hud been the conftant pradlice of the whole Chriftiaa

church from the liril iiillitution of baptifm, v/hich was now more than

aoo years, to hnpu-e infants, would fuch an important clrcumftancc

have been unnoticed jII this time .' It is abfolutely incredible.

To the' above 3cc. 'r.t the author adds, " Gregory > azianzen, Bafil,

Ambrole, Cbryfollon.e, and Jerome, all of whom flourifhcd within

about a hundred years of Origtn and Cyprian, are all explicit on the

i\\u]eti ; explain thj dofign of infant baptifm, &c," (Note, page 60.)

lilt abr>ve I'lrntio'.c-d all lived in the fourth century, and one or more
of t!vcm in the.beginning of the fifth As thefe are faid to be " explicit

on the! fuhjctt, and to explain the i^'-Jign of infant baptifm ;" we think

it v :uld grat'fy our readers, to know what the r/f,%« of it was. We
will give thoai the opinion of the firii of them. Gregory, as delivered
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What a happy knaek fome men have at proving their

point. When all other evidence fai>s, they can prove

it completely by implication ; and even from writings

too, which fay " nothing directly on the fubjecl, either

for or againfi: it." We regret exceedingly, however,
that thofe "palTages" which prove infant baptifm by
fair implication, had not been fet down, fo that we might
have judged of the evidence for ourfelves. Or had the

author only favoured us with correct references to the

book an J page, it is more than probable that fome might
have taken the liberty to have examined the originals

for themfelves. However, it is bell to proceed cau*-

tioufly : there might be fome dang'er apprehended from
this ; for " of late (fays he) one can hardly meet with

an Antipxdobaptift, v/ho is not prepared to talk fo

liuently and learnedly of the meaning of Greek and
Latiti words, as almoft to amaze one ! !

" Had fuch

references been made, it is poflible that fome of this

evidence by implication mi-'ht have been difputed.

iSeverrl other writers of the two firit centuries are

mentioned ; but none of them as giving explicit evi-

dence in favour of infant baptifm, till we come to Ori-

gen, towards the middle of the third century. We are

willing that the teftimony of Origen Ihould have itS'

proper weight; but we are perfuaded, that iuch as

know his true character, as it ftands on the page of

hiftory, will attach very little confidence to what he has

faid on this point. The following is quoted from him
by Dr. Molheim: "The fcriptures are of little ufe to

thofe who underlland them as they are v/ritten." To

In his fortictli Oration in the year^iSr. "But, fay fome, what i$

your opinion of icfants, who are not'Capable of juuging citlier of the

giace of baptifm, or of the damage fuftained by the want of it ; Ihall

we baptizit them too ? By all means, if there be any apparent danger,

Yox it were better that they yfcrc farJlifeJ zvithout 4heir htuivirg it^

than that they fhould die without being fealeJ and iiiitii-ited. As for

others, I give my opinion, that when they arc three years of age, or

thereabouts (for then they are able to hear and anfwer fome of the

jnyftical words, and although they do net fully underfhand, they may re-

ceive imprefllons) they may be fandiBed both foul p.nd body by the

great myftery of initiation." (Oreg. Naz. Orat. xl. in Robinfon.)

Wliat Wonderful children, to underftand fuch profound myftcries at three

years old ! And what an amazing efiedl this hufincfs of initiatien had,

to fan^Ttify them throughout in foul aiul body.
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which the Doctor adds this obfervation : " He could not
find in the Bible the opinions he had adopted, as lon^
as he interpreted that lacred book according to its literal

fenfe.'"^' It is of little confequence in this difpute, to

know that men in the third and fourth centuries ap-
proved and practifed infant baptifm. Nor do we con-
ceive that the "impregnable tcftimony" of Pelagius,

(a man condemned by all the ancient fathers as a her-
etic) adds any ftrer.gth to Mr. Worcefter's argument.

Another argument in favour of fprinkling, and aeainft

immerlion, which makes a confiderable figure in thefe

difcourfes, and in the writings of fome others, is, that

fprinkling is the mojl enfy and convenient mode. " Of the
feveral accounts of baptifms recorded in the fcriptures,

I think (fays Mr. Worcefter) it will appear that thofe

baptifms were performed in the moft enfy and convenient

mode.*' (page 70.) He fuppofes that when John's can-

didates v,'ere " affembled upon the banks of the Jordan,
the moH: coiivenunt way would be for them to go down
to the brink of the water, and there be baptized by
afliifion or fprinkling." " On the day of pentecojiy (he

adds) when three thoufands were baptized in a very
Ihort time

i they were at the temple in the midil: of
Jerufalem, where the moft convement^ if not the only

way, would be to have water brought in a bafon, or

fome other veliel, and baptize them in the fame way."
(page 72.) It v/ould feem, by thefe obfervations, that

the command of God muft yield to our conveniency.

What exalted ideas fuch men muft have of the authority

of God in his politive inftitutions, to fuppofe we are to

accomniodate them to our own conveni;riicy ! Had good
old Abralianij at the age of ninety-nine, confulted his

conveniency, would he not' probably have preferred cut-

ting the end of his little finger, to the part appointed

by the inftitution of circumcifion ?

V/e i~.ave no right nor wifli to fay, that our brethren

fliall not confult thi'ir convenience in the adminiftration

of the ordinance ; but for ourfelves, we hope never to

think it inconvenient to obey the commands of Chrift,

and follow the example of him who thought it no incon'-

* Monieim, Vol. I. page 270, n«te.
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ven'teticy to travel on foot from Galilee to Jordan, to be
immerfed by John in that river.

Sprinkling is alfo faid to have another great advan-

tage over iipnnrnon : It is not only more convenient,

but " more compatible with every idea of propriety and
dpxency/' (page T3.)

Dr. Osgood dilates largely on the decency of their

practice, and the indecency of ours. " I'o me, (faith

he) indeed, this (fprinkling) appears the only mode in

which the ordinance can be adminiftcred v,'ith that

ordn') decencyy" &c. He adds, *' Their leaving the place

of worlhip,yjn'rtw/-»/^ au'ay in the open air to fome pond
or river, and in all feafons and climates, changing their

apparel in order to their being totally imm.erfed in the

water, out of which they come drenched and fjiverlng^*

&c. (page 8.) He concludes, however, that *• baptifm

by immerfion might not, perhaps, eighteen hundred
years ago, be offeniive in Jiidea ; nor can we fay that

it would difgufi: the uncultivated and unclothed inhab-

itants of South Africa, even now \ but it is certain, that

the cuftom of plunging mixed multitudes of men and
women, either in thin veftments or in their ufual drefs,

is deemed indecorous by moft people accuftomed to

polilhed manners." (page 14.) Eighteen centuries ago,

it feems, then, it might not have been cff^nfive for Jefus

and his difciples to be immerfed, but it is now abfolutely
»' indecorous " to follow their example ! And is tliere

.nothing, dear fir, "indecorous" in comparing the ftate

of manners in the priiritive Chriftian church, contain-

ing Chrift and all his difciples, to the lovveft dregs of
the human race ? to the Bofchemen or ivUd Hottentots

of South Africa ? Muft not fuch a €omparifon ftrike a

tender mind with horror, and be confidered as a moft
fevere reflection on the great Head of the church, and
all his immediate followers t Who can help reflecting

on the prophetic language of David, when perfonating

Chrift, The reproaches of them that reproached thee arefallen

upon nie.-f Is the religion of Jefus, efpecially its inftitu-

tions, when practifed as they were in <* Judea eighteen

hundred years ago, deemed indecorous " by people of

* Two Difcourfes at Maiden. f Pfalna hlx. 9.
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*< poUfhed manners ?" Such people would do well f
remember, that the friend/hip of the ivorld is enmity ivith

God :* and that Chrift, in order to guard his people

againfl: this temporizing fpirlt, has faid, Whofoever pall
he ASHAMED of me, a?id of my ivordsy of him fiall the Son

§f Man be afljamed, ivhen he fjjall come in his oiun glory

^

and ill his Father's, and of the holy angels.

\

But what aftonifhes us moft of all, is, that after all

this outcry about decency and offending againft poljjhed

ituinnersy that the Doctor Ihould inform the world, that

their minifters will be guilty of doing the fame ! ! Yes,
" we are (faith he) far from calling in queftion the

validity of theirs, (meaning our mode of baptifm) ; nay,

in condefcenfion to the confciences of thofe who requeji

it^ our fninifter^ fcruple not to baptize by immerftonP Is it

pofiible, Do^lor ? What ! will your minifters and their

people " go ftreaming away in the open air to fome
pond or river ?" What ! and with as little lenfe of

decency as the Baptifts, be "totally immerfed in the

water," and like them **come drenched and fliivering"

out of it ? It is perfectly aftonifliing ! But why do they

thus trefpafs upon the culioms of " poliflied manners ?'*

Why ? not indeed from a confcientious regard to the

comm^and or example of Chrift, but " in condefceniion

to the confciences of thofe who requeft it." So great

is their condefcenftony that it fecms they can become all

things to all men, that by all means they nuy fave fome—of

their people from going over to the Baptiils.

Mr. Worcefler has mentioned one fpecies of inde-

cency, which he fuggefts was pra(5lifed anciently in im-

meriion, which in this age of improvement is wholly

done away. He relates the ftory from Dr. Wall, and
he from Voflius, and where he got it nobody knows ;

but it is thus related in the dlfcourfes before us :
<* The

ancient Chriilians," fays Dr. Wall, " when they were
baptized by immerfion, luere all baptized naked, whether
they were men, lu'jmen, or children. Vollius has col-

lected feveral proofs of this, which I fnall omit, becanfe

it is a rlear caie." (Note, page 7i.) If Mr. Worceftcr
is acquainted with Dr. Wall's writings, as he undoubt-

• Jamca iv. 4. | Luke It. %i\
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edly is, he muO: certainly know that the Doctor has
ftrenuouily aiTerted that immeriion was the primitive
ordinary mode throughout ahnoft the whole Chriltian
world, for thirteen centuries, and in many counrries
much longer.* Can any man in his fenfes iuppofe that
Dr. Wall ferloufly believed, that during this long pe-
riod of thirteen or fifteen centuries, there was not a
fcrap of modefty in the whole ChrifHan world ^ Would
he have pleaded for the reftoration of a practice that
had conftantly been a reproach to decency ? We hard-
ly think it.

But we fliould like to know who this Voffius was,
r:\\o furnifhed this indecent ftory, that we may know
what degre- of credit is due to it. Was it Ifaac VoJJiusy

who came over from Leyden to England in 1670, whom
king Charles made canon of Windfor ? Of this perfoa
an Engliih biographer thus remarks ; that Charles knew
his chara^ler well enough to fay, « there was nothing
that Voilius refufed to believe^ e>:cepiing the Bible !" He
further addb, « He appears indeed by his publications
to have been a moll credulous man, while he afforded
many circumilances to bring his religious faith in quef-
cion." If there be no other proof that the ancient
Chrillians baptized naked, than what can be gathered
fiom the writings of fuch ? man, we fhall think our-
felves at liberty to doubt it. But, true or falfe, Mr.
Worcefter has cleared the Baptifts of the difgraceful
ftory. For this praaice is faid by Dr. Wall to have
been among the ancient Chriftians. «' But the Auabap-
tifts, or Antipxdobaptifts," fays our author, " are a feet
of modern date. They had their origin fome time
after the reformation under Luther -^d Calvin." (P. 66.)
According to this, the P'^^dobaptifts may place all thefe
naked folks to their own account. And if they
confult Dr, Molheim, (vol. i. p. 227) or Broughton's
Hiftorical Library, (vol. i p. 14) they may find an ac-
count of others, who, it is faid, went naked, not indeed
into the watery but into their public adembues.f

* See Part II. ScA. iv. and t.

f That people in warm climates anciently Trent almofl. naked, rhar i»,

ni\h only a covering round tke waift, no body will difpuce. 1 he fan«i

E e
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By dating the origin of the Baptifts " fome timt after

the reformation," our opponents exonerate us from all

the indecencies, pious fraixls, errors^ herefies, and per-

fecutions,which difgracedChriftianity before that period.

We miifl: here beg the reader's indulgence while w«
<^igrefs a few moments from our fubjerf, with a view to

repel an ungenerous inHnuation refpe^ling our origin.

The riot at Munfler, in which fome who oppofed and
denied infant baptifm were concerned with others who
held it, is generally fixed upon as the moft diihonoura-

ble part of our hiftory. We regret that our limits will

iiot allow us to vindicate ourfelves more fully from the

unhandfome things which have been fo often fuggefted,

from that tranfadlion, with a view to injure our charac-

ter as a religious denomination. But we can here only

fay, that we verily believe, that to take the account of

the German Anabaptifts, as given by their enemies,

nothing will be found either more wicked or difgrace-

ful in this ie6l, than may be found in the origin of al-

moft any other ancient iect, taking their hiftory from
the lame fource.

For inflance j the Independents in England, from

whom the prefent refpe^^table Congregational Churches
in this country defcended. If you take their hillory

from Clayendotii Echard^ Parker^ or even from Rapin^

you will lind the observation juftiiied. The latter,

though a foreigner, is allowed to have written one of

the beft hiflories of England extant. This illuftrious

writer, faith Dr, Moiheim, reprefents the " Independents

under fuch horrid colours, that, were his portrait juft,

they would not deferve to enjoy the light of the fun, or

to breathe the fre.:;».ir of Britain ; much lefs to be treat- -

ed with indulgence and efteem, by thofe who have the

caufe of virtue at heart." However unjuftly they might

be accufed, *' the moft eminent Englilh writers, (adds

the Doctor) not only among the patrons of Epifcopacj,

but among thofe very Fnjhyterians^ with whom they

are now united, have thrown out againft them the bitr

is {>l!l pr.»(f!ifed by the inhabitants of the torrid zone. That they went
into tlic water in (hrir ulual drefs is highly probable; but that any

WIT' I'aptiztd without a covering round the waift, wc have fccn n«
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tereft accufatlons and the fevereft inve^^Ives, that the

warmeil imagination could invent. They have not on-

ly been repreiented as delirious, mad, fanatical, ilHte-

rate, facftiouSj and ignorant both of natural and revealed

religion ; but alio abandoned to all kinds of wickednefe

and fedition, and as the only authors of the odious par-

ricide committed on the perfon of Charles I."* We do

not pretend to vouch for the truth of thefe things, nor

do we believe them generally to be true -, but only men-
tion them to (hew that other fe^ts have been as fevere-

ly cenfured as the Anabaptilis. If we compare the ac-

counts given by the enemies of the two feds, this will

be about the refult—^The fanatics of one, in their wild

zeal, fet up a king ; and the fanatics of the other pulled

down theirs.

But even admitting all that has been faid of the Ger-
man Anabaptifts to be true, and we can fet- no more
propriety in reproaching the prefent Baptifts with it,

than there would be in reproaching the prefent, Piedo-

baptifts with all the errors, debaucheries, and enormous
cruelties committed by the Paedobaptifts of Rome. The
fact is, though we agree effe ntially with the German
Baptifts in the article of baptiim, yet we totally difap-

prove of their diforderly, feditious fanaticifm. So we
underlland our brethren, that while they agree with the

church of Rome in their infant baptifm, they difagree

with their fentiments and pracStice generally. Ihe only

inquiry which a candid mind would here make would
be this y Is there any thing in immeriion which has a

natural tendency to fanaticifm and frdition ?

Our objedl in this fe<ftion was not particularly to ex-

hibit all the proofs in favour of immeriion of which the

iubjetSt is fufceptible, (as that, we conceive, has been

fufficiently done, Part IL feci. iv. andv.) but more efpe-

cially to remove feme of the objections which have beea

raifed againft the practice by its oppofers. We have

endeavoured candidly to meet the mofl: weighty and

popular objecSlions, and the public will juige whether

we have refuted them or not. A few additional ohfer-

ations Ihall clofe the fedlion,

•Eccl HiO. vol V p. 181, 182.
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" The Greek word hnpuzo^' fays Mr. Worcefter,
« determines nothing in ref'pe^l to the particular moc'e
in which water is to be applied." (P. 69.) This is cer-
tainly an unpleafant circumftance, if true, that a word
is made ufe of to defcribe a particular a6\ion, and yet
that it has no dei^» ite meaning, fo that we can pofTibly

determine from it what is to be done- " Every ptrfon,**

faysDr.Ofgood, " who hath the like acquaintance with
them (that is, with the original languages as himfclf)

well ki;cws, that the Greek word for baptifm fignifies

any kind of wafhing, by fprinkling or affuiion, as often,

if not much ofteiier, than by dipping." The obje<5l with
both thefe writers is evidently the fame : it is to throw
the word into a ftate of complete uncertainty, and in

this way to fecure the validity of fprinkling. It means,
according tg them, any kind of wafliing, either by dip-

ping, pouring on water, or fprinkling. Nor is there

cny dire<flion to what part the water is to be applied ;

whether to the head, the hands, or the feet. We know
of nothing but cuftom, which has determined the appli-

cation of it to the forehead.

We wifh here to Itate a cafe, and fliould be much
gratified in a fair anfwer. Suppofing a family of the

defcendants of Abraham were to embrace Chriftianity

under the minillry of the Psedobaptifts, and (liould re-

ceive their do6triiie of baptifm, as coming in the room
of circumcinon ; and Ihould hence infift, that in order

to render it analogous to that rite, the water muft be

applied to the fame part ; would thefe gentlemen, in

their great " condefcenfion to the conferences" of their

jewilh converts, apply water in this way .'* Could they

make any fair obje^icn, and ftill fupport their baptifm

on the ground of circumcifion .'' We fhould fuppofe not.

If the manner of applying water is to be determined by

the conlicience'^, or rather fancies of the candidates for

the ordinance, then any way, and to any part which

they may choofe, muft be confidcred as valid baptifm.

But let us for a moment inquire if the word buptizoy

which is rendered baptizey has not a primary meaning,

fufHciently definite to direct our praiSlice. '* I'he word,"

favs a \ery fenfible writer, " is confefl'edly Greek. Na-

tive Greeks underftand their own language better than
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foreigners •, and they have always iinderftood the word

to mezn dipping ; therefore from their fir ft embracing

Chriftianity to this day, they have always baptized, and

do yet baptize by imruerfton.*'* We appeal to our learn-

ed opponents to fay, whether the Greek church in all

its branches, even the cold regions of Ruffia not except-

ed, has not to the, prelent time prad^ifed immerfton ? We
hence reafon in this way :—The New Tefharr.ent was

originally written in Greek ; that native Greeks under-

ftood the word baptizo as we do, to mean immerfion,

and confequently they always pra6lifed immerfion :

this alone, we fhould fuppofe, would be allowed to be

decifive evidence of the meaning of the word.-—^I'he

• beft critics of all the Chriftian fecfts have agreed with

Leighjf " that the native and proper ligniiication of it

(baptizo) is to dip into water, or to plunge under 'water^*—
When the adiion is defcribed in the New Teftament,

it is defcribed by their going down into the water, and

coming up out of\\.\ which would be abfurd upon any

other principle but immerfion.—That it was under-

ftood in the fame fenfe by the Chriftian church general-

ly during the firft centuries *, this is evident from every

eccleliaftical writer of any note whofe works have come
to our knowledge. Thefe things confidered, can there

a doubt remain as to its proper meaning }

As we have quoted largely from the above clafs of

writers in a preceding part of this work, we (hall here

only add two or three quotations from Dr. Moiheim.
In defcribing the rites and ceremonies of the firft cen-

tury, he fays, " The facrament of baptifm was adminif-

tered in this century, in places appointed and prepared

for that purpofe ; and was performed by immerfton cfthe

ivholebody in the baptifmal font.":}: In this author, there

is not a wcrrd to be found in the hiftory of this century,

of pouring or fprinkhng, as " a fcriptural and valid mode
of baptifm." But what may be done by " fair implica-

tion," we pretend not to fay.

Let us now follow this learned hiftorlan into the next

century, and fee how the ordinance was then adminif-

tered. " The perfons," faith he, " to be baptized, after

E e 2
Robinfon's Hift. Eapt. p. 5. f Crit. Sacra.
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they had repeated the creedy confeiled and renounceit

their fins, and parti( ularly the devil in his pompous al-

lurements, ivere immersed wider luater, and received

into Chrift's kingdom, by a folemn invocation of Father,

Son"&c. (Ibid. p. 206')

Thus, according to Dr. MoOieim, (and it muft not be

forgotten that he was a P?edobaptift) the apoilolic mode
of baptifm was preferved through this ce.itury. Had
t'lther fprink/ing or affufion been pra(5tifed in thefe centu-

ries, is it not perfectly unaccountahilt: that not a hint

fhould be given of it by this author ? What could in-

duce him to keep fuch a fullen lilence about it r Had
he not the advantage of examining ti\-? writings of Cle-

mens^ Hermesy Jujiin Martyr y [rtNusuSy and all the other

ancient writers mentioned b/ Mr. Worceiler ? lie un-

doubtedly had, for he has quoted from many if not all

oi, them.

If the fulleft evidence could be exhibited of the ex-

iftence of infant baptifn, in the third and fucceecling

centuries, and that it were then praflifed by pouring or

fprinkling, it would afford no decifive evidence that ei-

ther were pra^lifed by the apoftles. Any one who has

taken the pains to trace the progrefs of innovation, will

be fully convinced of this : he will find fuch an increafe

of rites and ceremonies from century to century, as in a

litrle time to change the vifible afpe<5l of almoft the

whole Chriftian churcli. But notwithftandlng this gen-

eral departure from apoftolic purity both in doOrine and

manners, ipimtrftAi held its indifputable claim, of being

the divinely appointed mode of baptifm. We fay modey

becaufe fprinkling in fome inifances was admitted, in

cafes of danger of deiith, as a fubfl:itute. And we verily

believe, that '* after aJl the laborious and ofientatious

criricifm" upon bnptizoy to make it mean pouring or

Jprinhling ; and upon <«, opoy and m,* there could not

be found among the ; sedobaptilh themfelves, one per-

fon in ten who had ever thought on the fubject, but

would freely acknowledge that he believed Jelus Chrifl

was immfrftd by John in Jordan N'n- cfo we think our

4)rethyen who plead for the validity of fprinkling, difbe-

* Vi^. Br. Crane'i Sermon*



:>. K// appendix:, 32*;

• Ifeve It thernfelves. Tf this be Indeed an error, \vc ciiii

think of bat one complete remedy for it \ and thvit is,

to alter the Bible ! Whilll the prelent trand^tion is re.-

ceivedj and people are permitted to read and think for

thernfelves, it may be expected that there wid be a gen-

eral convidion, that Jefus wa:^ plunged in Jordan. And
all attempts to prove, that this v/as to anfwer to the

wa(hlng of the priefts at the tabernacle door, in order

to introduce him into his priertly office, will help to

ll:rengthen this conviclioa ; for it will be feen that the
Psedobaptiils the:;iiel\ es feel the diiHctdty, and try to

get rid of it in this way
We have no where in the conrfe of tKefe animadver-

fions attempted to vindicate INIr. Merrill, as we think

him able, and believe him determined, to do it himfelf ,*

but w'lih here to notice a criticifin made by Mr. Auifin

on John xii. 10, in his i^etters addreill'd to the above

author. (P 39.) "You mention," faith Mr. Aufiin,
*^ loiio, as fignifyinjT the fame v.dth ^^/f/2k?, &c. If you
will (cojitinues he) turn to John ijiiii. 10, jull adverted

to, a place which you have not ment oned, and probably

not confidered, you will find evidence dirfclly and cjii-

clufivtlj agamft this idea. « Jeius faith unto him, Lie

that is waihed (o leloumems) needeth not fave to wafh

his feet, but is clean every whit." On this Mr. Auitia

obferves—** Here the fubject fpoken of is not the feet,

or hands, or face ; but the man, he, in Greek, o He is

wathed when his feet only are watKed ; and mpfajihai is-

ufed, to exprefs this waTningof the leet."

But Yv?.s net Mr. Aufiin after all milTed the force of

our Saviour's obfervation .'' Did not Jcfus intend to ex-

prefs two dil"l:in(ft a£ls, one a general, and the other a

partial wa'hing I one a b-ahing of the whole body, and
the other a waihing of the feet; and therefore made ufe

of two different words ? In ihe fijll, Chrift ufes the pad

* raet^i.baptiftj, who write or lf)cak of Mr Merrill, affed to treat

him -with niuch icEtcmpt,as though he were a man of inferior i^drning

ar.d talents. If they bcJicvc it, is it not aftonifhing that lo maijy pens-

ftiouK' be Lmployed ag.-.Inft hinr, and thefc wielded too by men rf the

firil literary^'eminence ? If their reprcfentations be true, they would
gain but little honour fhojid they btat him ; but would it not be infi-

nitely dif^ractful' to be beaten by him, after thvs dcfciling him i
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tenfe ; He that is (leloumenos) ivij/hed needeth nn fave

(nipfafthai) to lunfh his feet, hut is cUan every n.vhit. He
that /f iv.ijhed, if this referred to the walhing of the

feet, needed not to walh at all, according to Mr. Auftin,

for this exprelTed an acl already done. .

Left the fenfe we have given above (hould be thought

to be a mere " imagination of the Baptifts,"* we fubjoin

the remarks of the amiable Dr. Doddridge. " He that

is ivaJJjed already^ or that has juft been bathings needs

only to walh his feet, vrhich inr.y indeed be ealily foiled

by the fhorteft walk, and when tha«-# is done he is en-

tirely clean."f Upon the above he has the following

critical note :—" He that h:>s been bathirtq-. This render-

ing of the word leloumenos is confirmed by Rlfner^ (Ob-

ferv. vol. i. p. 337, 338) and gives as it were a compen-
dious paraphrafe upon it. Clarius has well obferved,

that as the apoduterion, or room in which they dreffed

themfelves after bathing, was different from that in

which they bathed, the feet might be fo foiled in walk-

ing from one to the other, as to make it neceflary im-

mediately to wafh them again."

If Dr. Doddridge be right, it affords a high proba-

bility that Mr. Merrill may alfo be right. If, according

to the above, two diftiniSt acts were intended by Chrift,

then Mr. Auftin has overlooked the real meaning of the

paffage.|

On the whole, we have one undeniable advantage

over our opponents in this difpute about the mode of

baptifm. Ours correfponds with the primary fenfe of

the original word ro baptize, and certainly with the

pra(flice of the primitive Chriflians. Theirs, by the

confeffions of many of their beft writers, is a departure

from both. If it had been the intention of the great

Head of the Church, that this rite ftiould have been per-

Dr. Ofgood, p. ai. f Eipof. vol. ii p. 416.

\ Mr. Auftin appears peculiarly unfortunate in the choice of the word
affuftcn to rcprcfcnt the OTot/<> of applying water in haptifm,as it neither

agrees with the Bible, nor his own pradice. No one will deny but a

man may he as thoroughly wet by pouring water on him, asjjy dipping

him into it; but the qucltion is, has Mr. Auftin produced-, any inllance

where the Greek verb eked, (to affuf or pour) has been rendered

b ptixe ; if not, what arguuicAt is there in his atuching it cu bapti&n

iiity times over ?
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formed by pouring on w^ter, would not (keo (to afTufe, to

pour) ha\e been ufedjinltead oi bnptlzu (to dip, to plunge,

&c.) ? Or if fprinkling had been intended, lliouUl we
nor fometin.es have found rantizo (to afperfe, to fprinkle)

ufed to exprefs the act of baptizing, inftead of a word,

which in its primary fenfe iignifies immerfion ?

Figurative expreffions are conftantly reforted to by
our brethren to fupport their practice : fuch as jpriuk'

ling many fiatiins.fpnnhling dean ivatcr^ pouring cut of the

Spirit, &c. With thefe, we have only to contrail other

fcriptiircs, which reprefent the fame things by an entire

wa(hing or plunging : fuch as the following. In that

day th^refiall be a FOUNTAIN opened to the boufe of David

^

and to the inhabitants of Jerufalem^forfin andfor unclean-

nefs.* Unto Him that loved uSy and nvafhed us from our

fins IN his own blood.\ Thefe are they ivho came out ofgreat

tribulation^ and have •wafhed their robes and made them

•white IN the blood of the Lamb-X Thefe latter afford juft

as much evidence of immerfion, as the former do of

fprinkling. But as neither of them have any thing to

do with the fubject, neither of them afford any diredt

proof in the cafe.

" There is an expreffion/' fays Dr. Ofgood, " occur-

ring once or twice in the writings of St. Paul, which
feems to have full poffeffion of the imagination of our

Baptift brethren, and renders them pofitive that immer-
fion was the primitive mode of baptifm. It is found
Rom. vi. 4. * We are buried with him in (by) bap:ifin

into death.' Again in Col. ii. 12. < Buried with him in

baptifm/ &c."

But what has " poffeffed the imagination" of fo many
Pxdobaptifts, to give the fame explanation, and to agree

with us, that the apoftle, by the term buried^ alluded to

the mode of baptifm by immerfion .'*§

A writer who refers to ^^fmall thi?igs" on 2i fmallfub'

jely contained in a frnall bocky may affill: us on the

prefent orcafion ; ^sfmall things often Ihow which way
the wind blov\s

|i
'* If any of the learned fathers," fays

* Zech. xiii. r. f Rev. i 5. \ Rev. vii. 14.

§ Vitl. Cave, Locke, Burkitt, Foole, in loc.

jj
Vid. Mr Anderfon's eftimate of immcrfK n, note p. it.
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this author, « have faid things, in favour of baptizing by
immeriion, they may have been indebted for it to their

reading Greek authors, more than to their critical atten-

tion to the New Teliamcnt." (Note, page 11.) What
an adniirabie apology for men, whole profefled objedl:

was, to write critical cxpofitions on the facred text I

"Hence (continues this author) we \tAvn vj\\y probably

Calvin, and many others, made conceilions in favour
of immeriion, and yet baptized by affufion. Tkey ivere

hojiefi*** As claflic fcholars in the Greek language
they made their conceilions, but as believers, tai.-ght by
the words which the Holy Ghoft teacheth, they bap-
tized as we do " ^Pace '23.)

Will Mr. Anderfoi's brethren thank him for this

lingular ftatemeat ? For the premifes which he has

placed before us furnilh us with the following conclu-

fion, viz. That thofe who will not concede rlie fame
things which Calvin and many others did, that *' to

baptize is to immerfe," are either unacquainted with
the G eciafi clajjlrsy or elfe that they are not hone/l

!

But how does Calvin's honefty appear ? m his believing

one thing and pra6liiing another ? How ? Wliy, in this

way : as a clafflc fchcla,^ thoroughly acquainted with

Grecian literature-, he was compelled to own, that **' the

word bapti%j lignifies to dip ,• and it is certain (adds he)

that the manner of dipping was ufed by the ancient

church.'^* " But as a believer, taught by the words
which the Holy Ghoit teacheth," he could conftrue

baptizj to mean pouring, or fprinkling, or any kind of

wetting ! But where and how does the Holy Ghoft
teacii that new born babes fhould he fprifikled ? Not
in the fcriptures ; for many others, whofe honefly can

no more be fcrupled than Calvin's, have confeiTed, that

the fcripiures were totally " filent •," nor by the tefti-

mony of thofe who were cotempor;iry with the apofties,

for there " is nothing directly on the fubject, either for

or againft infant baptifm, in the writings of the firfk

centui'y." But where will this ientiment lead us, that

the "Holy Ghoil teacheth," that words, when ufed ill

the facred fcriptures, have a meaning totally different

* hift. Chiift. Relig. 1. iv, c 15 § 19.
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from what they have in common life ? Will it not lead

into all the devious paths of error ? Is it not () igetiiftn

revived with a witnefs ? and does it not efta!)Hlh the

fentiment of that mylliic writer, that " the Ariptures

are of little ufe to thofe who underftand them as they

were written ?"

But thefe men, who inade conceflions in favour of

inimerilon, fay.^ Mr, Anderlon, <* were honeft." Did
he mean to fuggeft, that men are lefs honelV at the

prefent day ? v/e Ihould hardly fuppofe it; and yet

there is fome ground for inch a fufpicion. It is under-

Aood, that many plumply deny v/hat their pious and

learned anceiiors freely acknowledged : not only fo,

but we find their works interpolated. In the firft edi-

tion of Poole's expoilrion on John iii. 2"3. fpeuking of

John s baptizing at Enon becaufe the<e ivas much ivaier

ikere^ the writer thus expounds : " It is froui tiiis appa-

rent, that both Chr:lt and John baptized by dipping the

body in w.itt'r, elfe they needed not have fought places

where had been great plenty of water : yet it is probable^

they did not conihantly dip, from what we read of the

apollles' baptizing in houfes." Nothing more is added

up -n this member of the text. Aithoagh Dr. Collins,

the writer of this article, has long fmce been dead, yet

fome facrilegious hand has dared to alter tiiis in a late

edition, printed at Edinburgh 1801, in the following

manner : " It is from this apparent, fay fome" &c.
" Others fay it is not apparent,' &c. ; and feveral argu-

ments are here urged, to difprove what fiands decidedly

in favour of immerlion in the firft edition. This artful

interpolation we conlider as a real impoiition upon the

public : for in this way any of the ancient writers may
be made to fay things w dch they never faid, and deny
tilings which ttiey freely acknowledged. If fuch frauds

are allowed to be pradtifed, all confidence in the tefti-

mony of thofe who have gone before us will be de-

ftroyed.

The oppofers of immerlion make ufe of the fame
kind of arguments to difparage this pradtice, which the

enemies of revelation employ againit Chriftianity gen-

erally ; we mean, by arguing from the abufe- of it.

One would think, by fome of their reprefentations, that
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our bnptlfmal occasions were a fcene of riot and confu-
Hon ; the truth is exajftly the reverie of this ; they are

vifually feafons of peculiar folemnity. We have fre-

€V{ent and repeated iiiftances of perfons' being ilruck

under conviction, while witneffing the due adminiftra-

tion of this inipreflive inftitute. But were the ridicule

and oppolition much greater than what we hare at any
time experienced, we Ihould fuppofe our brethren would
be the laft perfons in the world to complain. F om
whom does this oppofition and ridicule proceed ? Surely
not from the Baptills themfelves, nor from any who are

friendly to them j but from we will not fay

whom, though they are often well known.
It muft be peculiarly grateful to the feelings of a

p ous Buptift, when reproached for following the exam-
ple of his Lord and Mailer, that immerllon, after {uC'

taining every oppolition wliich learned ingenuity can

make, ftill maintains its indifputable claim, of being

apoftolic baptilm. Nor will it give him the leaft unea-

linels, that his Paidobaptift brethren can make out a

bare probabiliiy^ that water might p^Jfthly have been ap-

plied in iome extreii.e cafes otiierways From the evi-

dence which the facred fcriptures, eccleliaftical hiftory,

and the tellimony of the moft pious and learned of tlie

Piedobaptilb exhibit, that immerllon was the confVant

practice of the primitive church, he will feel a fafety in

following their example ; he will reft confident, that

there cannot be the lame degree of evidence in favour

of any other mode. This, Paidobaptill:s themfelves ac-

knowledge to be valid ; all others are doubtful.

Though confidered by our opponents as a " little

modern feet," * if we have the truth on our fide we
need not fear. "They have ever been (laith Mr. Wor-
ceftcr) but a very fmall proportion of the Chriftian

world. I do not mean (faith he) that they have been

but a fmall proportion of the nominally Chriftian world,

but a very Imall proportion of the true tvid faithful pro-

fefling people of God." This is to us another of the

myfterious unintelligible ftatements made by this author.

It would fcem by tliis, that the Baptifts have fome time

• Dr. Or;^ood, page 41, and Mr. Wurc.flcr, page 66,
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cr other made a large proportion of the profeiUng

•Chriftian world. But as a drawback upon this, they

had a much larger proportion of nom'itial profefTors than

fell to the (liare of other denominations. If it be a

facV, that we have a greater proportion of nominal pro-

feliors than Pxdobaptifls, we are extremely puzzled to

account for it. If we baptized infants,^nd inil fired that

they were all difciples^ although they had never learned a

word concerning Jefus Chrifb, nor was it certain that

they ever would : or if we admitted members into our
churches without evidence of their havmg experienced

a moral change, and in many inftances, v/ithout afking

them a Imgle quoftion concerning their religious exer-

cifes : or if a confiderable proportion of our miniflers

were -ordained without any examination refpeiSring their

particular Sentiments or experimental knowledge of the

truth, and who of courfe would be interefted in keeping
their hearers prejudiced againft the fanaticifm of expe-

.rimental religion , then we might reafonably conclude

that we had a larger proportion of nominal profefTors

than thofe churches who admit only fuch as give a

fatisfaclory reafon of the hope that is in them.

It is true, indeed, we neither make difciples, admit

members, nor ordain minifters, in this way •, yet, after all

cur care in examining them according to the beji light lue

have, we are very liable to err. Our brethren, it would
feem, are not fo much expofed •, for, if they have not

overrated themfelves, " the hght of the truth has been
a hundred, perhaps a thousand fold greater, in the

Psedobaptifl churches than in the Baptift."* MirabiU
di5lu I What an amazing difference ! Who does not
pity the poor benighted Baptifts ? Alfo all the piety,

learning, and talents, belonging to the Chriftian world,

our brethren claim, almoft excluiively for themfelves.f

For all this vaft fuperiority, we moft refpedtfuUy ten-

der them '« the homage of our high confideration j"

but beg them in/uture, not to overwhelm us with fuch
arguments as thefe.

Mr. Anderfbn, in his zeal to make Tifairfioiv of em-
inent men in ihe Pa^dobaptift churches, has fomehow

• Mr. i^ndcrfon's Lett, p 14. f Vid. Mr. Worcefier's Difc. p. t%.

B £
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flipped in among them the author of the Pilgrim's
Progress.* Bunyan, though a Baptift, we fuppofe it

will be allowed was one of the good fort, for he held
to open communion. This being the cafe, how came
the Piedobaptifts to perfecute and imprifon him ? "Was
\t for any immoral conduct that he was configned to a
loathfome jail twelve years and a half? The reader,
perhaps, could judge better, if he were to know the
crime that was laid to his charge. The bill of indi<ft-

nient preferred againft him runs thus ; « John Bunyan—hath devilijhly ahjiainedfrom coming to churchy to hear
' divine fcrvice ; and is a common upholder offeveraI un-
lawful meetings aftd conventicles, to the diflurhance and dif-

traclion of the goodfubjeBs of this kingdom, contrary to the
laws of cur fovereign lord the ling,* For thus daring
to preach the gofpel, contrary to the laws of a tyran-
nical hierarchy, this good man was fent to prifon for
twelve years and ilx months !

It has often been urged, as an argument in favour
of the divinity of the Chriftian religion, that it made
its way at firft againft the learning, poiver and policy of
the world, by the inftrumentality of a few illiterate

fi/hermen ! Does not this argument caft its full weight
into the fcale, in favour of our diftinguill.ing fen-
timents, if the obfervations of our brethren refpecSting

us be juft ? Let the candid mind decide. May the
Lord preferve us from becoming vain by profperity.

We have great reafon to adore our Saviour God, that
our duty is made fo plain in his blefled word ; that we
have fuch abundant proof that we are treading in thefoot-
Jleps of the flock, and are followers of them who through
faith and patience are gone to inherit the promifes.

Notwhhftanding our practice of Immerfion, which
"is deemed indecorous by moft people accuAomed to
poiilhed manners," and " denial of the external rit^ of
baptifai to the infant feed of believers j" yet, if it were
not for our *« antichriftlan practice of clofe commu-
nion," it feems that our brethren could receive and treat

us as Chriflisns. We therefore add a few obfervations
on free communionh^iox^ we clofe.

* Lett. p. Z3. f Notes on Claude, voL \\. p. ^X%,
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SECTION vni.

T^e Principles of Open Communion examined—The Subje^

concluded.

1 S the communion for which our brethren plead, lim-

ited, or unlimited ? If limited, we wifh to be inform-

ed what are its boundaries. If unlimited, then it muft,

we conceive, embrace all who bear the Chrlftian name.

« In thefe United States (faith a refpedtable writer)

there are probably more than fix millions of people

luearing the Chrijtian naineJ** Is open communion

charitable enough to embrace all thefe ? No, furely \

the thought is too extravagant to be ferioufly entertain-

ed. A confiderable proportion of thefe, have no other

connexion with- Chriftianity, than only as it is the re-

ligion of the country in which they happened to be

born. However, they are all brought forward, and

each counts one againft the Baptifts.f

But to fay no more of this. If we open our doors

for free communion, muft we not, to a£t confiftently,

receive all whofe right of memberfliip can be fup-

ported ? If fo, muft we not eommune with all the bap-

tized children which belong to Psdobaptift congrega-

tions ? Our brethren place the right of their infants

on the fame footing with their own j therefore, if their

argument be good, if we receive them, we muft re-

ceive their children alfo. Should we admit the be-

lieving parents, and refufe their baptized children,

might they not ftill continue the dreadful charge, that

we " deny God's everlafting covenant of fuperabound-

ing grace, the grand charter of the inheritance and

privileges" of their infant feed ? We fee nothing to

forbid. . But it may be faid, this is more than they

pradife themfelves ; and therefore, it would not be

expected of the Baptifts. We grant that they do not

pradVife it ; and on that account we think them ex-

tremely inconliftent. Jn contending with us, they

ftrenuuufly inlift upon tlie right of their infants to

memberfhip, and yet themfelves deny them the moft

•» Dr. OfgocdjDifc. p. 41. f IbiA
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efTentlal privileges which every member has a right to
enjoy !

But (hould we give up this idea, and narrow the.
field of free communion, fo as to include only fuch
as are aaual members of Pasdobaptift churches ; we
ft'ould ftill wifli to inquire, whether it would be ex^
peaed, that we ihould commune with all of them,
whether Calvinifts, Arminians, Semi-Arians, Socinians,
or Unitarians ? If not, where are we to hx the difcri-n-
matmg line ? Do the ftria Calviniftic or Hopkinfian
churches commune with thofe whom they conlider as
Arminians, or Semi-Arians ? If not, do they not prac-
tife^clore communion ag well as the Baptifts ? Do
thofe churches which require of every perlbn in order
to m^emberH^i^), either a verbal or written declaration
of their experience of a work of grace upon their
hearts, hold communion with thofe churches which,
require no fuch experience, and which believe nothing
in fuch a work? If they do not, are they not incon-
fiftent to blame us for our particular communion ? If
thev do, are they not flill wijr^ inconfiftent ?

With a view to reheve thefe difficulties, fome have
Aated the plan of Jfreje communion in this way :—^That
we fhould hold communion with all fuch, and with fuch
only, as we confcientioufly beheve to be real Chriftians

;

God's own dear children by the Spirit of adoption and
a living faith. This is indeed by far the mofl con-
fiftent plan ; but even this is attended with fome fe-
lious difficuhies. It is believed that in all Chriftian
communities there may be found fome of the above,
defcription. There ivere even in Sardis a fciv tianns
luhich had net defikd their gnrvicnts^ though living in a
church which had moft awfully apoftatized from the
truth. On this principle we might freely commune
with one member, and rejecfl: another at the fame time,
whofe ftanding was equally good in the church to.

which they belonged. But what heart-burning and
confufion this would produce 5 and yet it might be un-
avoidable in many cafes.

The fact is, we conceive, that there is but one con-
ilftent method, by which oceaiional communion can be
pradlifed between the members of fiftex churches. This-
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is not upon the principle of individual, but of church

feiloivfiip. If we could receive one member of a church,

by the fame rule we could receive every member of

the fame church. We do not know the precife order

in which our Psedobaptift brethren proceed ; but think

it the general practice in our churches, that when a

brother, who is a ftranger, requefts occaiional com-

munion, if by a certificate (or otherwife) he c^ fatisfy

us, that he is a member in regular ftandin^ in any

church of the fame faith and order with ourfelves, he is

readily admitted. The only evidence which we have

of the man in this cafe is, from the character of the

church of which he is a member. We imagine the

practice of our brethren is not very diffimilar.

There are fome Paedobaptift churches which appear

to be built of lively Jlonesy and where the truths of the

gofpel in general are preached, and a good degree of

difcipline maintained. With thefe we have no material

difficulty, excepting in the article of baptifm. We
could moft cheerfully unite with them in every a£l of

Chriftian duty, which would not in our view contravene

fome other part of the revealed will of Chrift. In the

article of communion, we feel bound to treat them juft

as we do our own members, after they are received in-

to our fellowlhip, but not baptized. Should we treat

them as baptized perfons, would they not with great

propriety charge us with our inconiiftency ?

There are other churches, with which we freeiy ac-

knowledge we could not commune, if we had no ob-

jections to their baptifm. It is not becaufe we do not

think them refpedable members of fociety, but becaufe

we have no evidence that they are real Chriflians. We
have no doubt but in thefe communities, there may be

fome fincert believers ; but where a change of heart is

not confidered as a neceflary qualification for member-
ihip, there is always a high probability, that a larg^

proportion of the members are unacquainted with the

truth as it is in Jefus. On the whole, we fee no way"

that looks more conliftent than our prefent praftice.^

From all the evidence which has been- fet before us,

we cannot bring ourfelves to believe that any thing is^

Ff 2
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baptifm (hort of immerfion. Nor can we fee our way
clear to invite any to the communion table until they
have been baptized.

But why is it thought {o important^ that different

denominations fhould be agreed in the article of table-

communion, more than in other things ? Is it any more
efTential to falvation, that we commune together at the

Lord's table, than that we fliould be rightly baptized ?

For ourfelves, we believe neither of them eflential to

falvation. We are hence unable to difcern, why our

refufing to admit the Paedobaptifts to communicate
with us, fhould injure their churches, any more than

their not admitting us ihould injure our's.

Our brethren charge us with laying an undue ftrefs

upon baptifm ; at leaft upon a particular mode of it.

But their arguments have been infufficient to produce

conviction. On the other hand, we think they lay an

undue fl:refs on our communicating together at theLordV
table. Ritual duties, they have conrtantly infifted,

were to be clafTed among the nm^ejfentials of religion.

How then {hall we reconcile the conduct of thofe min~-

jfters and churches, who profefs t® hold the dodrine-

of fovereign difcriminating grace, and yet unite with

others, v/ho hold every grade of do£Vrine> down to So--

finiamfmy merely becaufe. they are agreed in the article

of infant baptifm 1 At the fame time, they rejedl all

kind of connexion with their Baptiii brethren, who
believe and preach the fame important truths which

they profefs to believe. Nay, do they not in fomev

inftances, warn their people to fhun them as they

would the peflilence ?

Our pulpits have been generally open to all evangelic

miniftet:, whether they have been burled in baptifm^ or

only fprinkled -, and we rather think they will flill re-

main {o. Some of our brethren, in return, invite us

irito theirV; while others very confcientioufly refufe,

aiTigning as a reafon, their fears, that it would have a

tendency to make a divifion among their people. Did

we differ in points of doctrine, the objection would have

weight, but now it is of little force. We do not be-

lieve that an inftance can be named, in which any have •
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preached upon thcJr diftinguifhin<T feniiments, when
in each others* pulpits. Where th«3n is the mightf
danger r No where but in imagination. We have
never apprehended any d.mgerj froai their preaching*

the truth to our people.

Nor are we confcicds of feeling, or difplaying, that

rage for profelyting, which our opponents charge us

with. "Each individual, (fays Dr. Oigood) wlion^ they

can perfuade to renounce his former baptifm, by being

thus baptized over again, they confider as being, recov-

ered from a ftate of heathcnifm." (P. 10.) We think

the Doctor would have fpoken more correctly, if he had
fiiid, " They baptize all fiich as we cannot perfuade to keep
out of the water." Whenever a perfon renounces Px-do-

baptifm, and comes over to the Baptiils, it is immediately-

faid, " Somebody has been perfuading him." So far is

this from being true generally, that we have reafon to fear

that the dread of being accufed of profelvting, has, \n

too many inftanc-es, kept us from fully declaring this part

o£ the counfel cf God, We appeal to Pi-edobaptift min-
ifters to fay, whether they have not, (n"iany of them at

leaft) had repeatedly to ufe all the arts of perfunfion to

keep their people from being Baptiits ? If there be
nothing in the Bible which looks with a favourable af-

pect upon the Baptift fentiment, we alk, how it happens
that fo many P^dobaptift rninifters have confeffed, that

at fome former period of their lives, (though through
mercy they are now well eftabliihed) they had ftrong

doubts rel peeling their infant baptifm t What but the

bible perfuaded Mr. Dunfter, the iirft Prefident of Har-
vard Univerfity, to embrace the Baptift fentiments I

Surely he could not have h^en perfuaded by the Baptifts ;

for at this time they were fcarcely allowed to breathe

the air of Maflachufetts. It is faid, " he thought him-
felf under obligation, to bear his teflimony in fome fer-

mons, againft the adminiftration of baptifm to any in-

fants whatioever."* What his temerity coft him, the

author of the Hrflory of Maffachufetts will inform us.

Speaking of the rife of Antipaedobaptifm in the prov-
' ince, he fays, " Mr. Dunfter, the Prelident of the Col-

•Mitchcl** Life, p. 67, in B«cku».
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lege, made profeflion of it, and was forced to quit his

prefidentlhip." To which he adds, " JNIr. Chauncy, his

fbcceflbr, held immerfwn nccejpiryy but was content that

the ordinance ILould be adminillered to infants, pro-

vided it was done in that way." He further remark^,

that " in Mr. Hooker's time, foon after the year 1640,

it appears by his letters, that many were inclined that ivay,

and he exprelTes his apprehenfions, that the number
would increafe."* Whether his apprehenfions were

excited by a prophetic fpirit, we pretend not to fay j

but they appear to have been well founded. We wifh,

in future, whenever the fons of Harvard are difpofed

to treat the advocates of immerfion as being deftitute

of literary patronage, they may remember, that their

two firft Prelidents underftood baptifm, as we do, to

mean immersion.
The preceding remarks contain fome of our difficul-

ties rerpe<St:ing the plan of free communion. To us, the

ftanding of many churches at the prefent dl^y, appears

to be fimilar to thofe of Alia^ to which John was direct-

ed to write. Although they were not difowned of

God, yet the moft of them were reproved for having

departed from their original purity.

There are many individuals in the different commu-
nities with whom we could moft cheerfully* communi-

cate at the Lord's table, did we believe them to be bap-

tized. But their argun ents in favour of their pradtice

do not fatisfy us, and we cannot fee how they can fatisfy

them. To acknowledge that the fcriptures are our " on^

ly rule offaith and pradlicey" and then proceed to argue

from theirfilence, looks to us as inconfiftent, as to admit

the teftimony of the guard, who reported that the dif-

ciples of Jeius ftole him away while they flept.

When the mode of our obedience to a pofitive infti-

tute, (inftead of better ground) reforts to this, that

" there is abfolutely no text or fentence in the Bible

forbidding it :"f or, that " there is nothing in the

fcriptures againft it ;"f it eftablilhes to us one point>

and one only, that is, that the caufe which requires it

Hutch, Hift. Maff. p. 229.

f Dr. Of^ood, p. 49. Mr. Worcellcr, p. 69.
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Itiboiirs exceedingly. The reader will contraft the fol-

lowing obfervations with the above.
*' Religion, (faid the excellent Claude) in alllts parUy

ought to proceed from God : for as he has not left it.

to the choice of man to have or not have a religion ;

fo neither has he left it to hisy^w^ to invent fuch a wor-
lliip as he choofes."* An old Engliih divine fays,
*« We mud have God's warrant for God's worfhip. Su.
Paul proves, that the tribe of Judah had nothing to da
with Aaron's prieilhood, from the filence of Moles j of
ivhich tribe Mofes jpale nothing concerning prieflhood,^*

He reafons as follows : " God em ployed Mofes to re-
veal his will to the J^ws. Mofes fpake- nothing of Ju-
dah's priefthood. Therefore God^ would not have
that tribe officiate in the prieft's offica. What God.
would have his church practife, fmce the abolition of
Judaifm, he has revealed by Chrift and his apoltles.

The apoftles have regijhred ibefc <ippointment! in thefcrip^

tures"\ It hence appears, that St, Paul confidered the

file?ice of the fcriptures, in a light exactly oppofite to

what our brethren do. He argued from it, that what
was not written v/as implicitly forbidden. They argue,,

that what is not forbidden, may lawfully be practifed.

We oppofe infant baptifm becaufe we do not believe

it to be divine. If it be an apoftolic tradition, it is an.

unv;ritten one. We baptize believers, becaafe^we have

pofitive fcripture proof that they wpj*e baptised in the

days of Chrift and the apoftles. We pradtife irnmer-

fion, becaufe to us it appears exceedingly, pl^n from

the fcriptures that Jbhn the Baptift, wlio- was fent

from God to introduce tids new difpenfition, baptized

in: Jordan ; and in Enon becaufe there v/as much ivnter.

The much luater h mentioned, as neceff^vr'y to his bap-

tizing, and to nothing, eiib. We aUo believe that Jofus

our Lord and Saviour was plunged in Jordan We fur-

tlier believe that this v/as the only way in which the

apoftles received and adminiftersd the ordinance.

Jefus firfl: made dijciples, and then baptized them.

The commiffion which he gave to teach and baptize,,

corr.efponds wiih his own practice. «' Tlie order runs

* Difc. on a Ser, vol. vp. 216.

t Gouge on the viith. of Hebrews.
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thus, Teach all vat'ions baptizlfig them. The thing fpeaks

for itfelf ; the ftyle is popular ; the fcnfe phin : it muft
mean either—baptize whole nations, or fuch of all na-

tions as receive your inftruclions, and defire to be bap-

tized. The firft is too grofs to be admitted, becaufe

it cannot be efFe6led without force ; and the groflhefs

of the one inflantly turns the mind to the other, the

plain and true fenfe. In the principles of the kingdom
of Chrift there is xieithQV fraud nor force ; nor is it fuit-

able to the dignity of the Lord Jefus Chrift, to take

one man by conincliony and his ten children hyfurprife."*
Bifiiop Beveridge, with many others, have tried to

make out, that the Greek word {matheteufatt) to teach,

or make difciples, would admit of making them without

teaching. " But I believe (faid a very corre^ writer)

it would puzzle a whole conclave of Jefuits, to make a

difc'iplf of Chrift, or a Chnflum^ without teaching^ Col-

le(Sling our ideas of a difclple from the New I'eftament,

and we are at once led to a believer in the Lord Jefus

Chrift. Thefe difciples all defire the ftnccre milk of the

WORD ; but thofe « little difciples" defire no higher

nouridiment than what a good healthy nurfe can afford

them. But it is faid, " they are entered into Chrift's

fchool, and deftined to learn."f Indeed !—But do men
enter their children as Icholars as foon as they are born,

becaufe they intend to fend them to fchool, fliould they
live to be four or five years old ? A man may be fup-

pofed to form an intention, foon after the birth of a fon,

to bring l||m up at college ; but would he not be thought

a madman, fliould he attempt to enter him as foon as he
was born, or before he was fitted, or was even capable

of receiving the lowell: degree of inftru^lion ? We will

only fay, ice have not fo Itarfied Chrifl.

Notwithftanding we oppofe with fome degree of zeal

what v;e look upon to be error in our brethren, yet we
rejoice whenever we hear or fee the work of God
among them. Corvcern^id as v;e are, that the ordi-

nances (lioiild be kept pure, as they were delivered by
tlie apoiHes, it is ftill a minor confideration. Our firlt

and great concern is, that men be made Chriftians,.

• Robiiifoifc f Dr. Ofgcxjd's Dlfc. p. 7a.
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We have no idea that baptlfm in any mode will make
Chriftians, either of infants or adults.*

We baptize fuch as have been fprinkled in their

infancy, when they dellre it of us, provided they can

fatisfy us that tliey are fit fubjecVs -, becaufe we think

with Tettulllan^ *' that he that is not rightly baptized,

is doubtlefs not baptized at all." Such as have been

baptized, that is, immerfed, upon a profeflion of faith,

by Paedcbaptifts, we do not re-baptize : but if they have

only been fprinkled, though adults, when they come

ever to us, we bnptize themf Infmt baptifm to us is

defe^live, both in the fubjecl and mochy and has a ten-

dency to defeat the dcfign of the ordinance, which was

intended to be a fignificant fign of faith in Chrift.

If baptizing fuch as have not been rightly baptized

be anahapt'ijm^ then there were hundreds and thoufands

long before th« madmen of Munfter (as their enemies

are pleafed to call them) in 1522. Befides many indi-

viduals from Tertullian down to the Reformation, were

there not large feels, fuch as the Donatifts, in the fourth

century, the Paullcians, in the feventh, eighth and

ninth, the Waldenfes in the eleventh, Vvho baptized

fuch as came over to them from other fe£ls ? Dr.

Mofheim allows, that " the origin of the feet is hid in

* The queftion was once afked one of the Paulianifts (an ancient

fe<5l,) " Why do you not haptize your fon, to expel the devil out of

him ? Oh, anfwercd he, no water can wafh the devil out of the child.

Monfter! faid the ether, you deny haptifm and the influence of the

Holy Ghoft." Monflrous abfurdity !

f Mr. Worcefter feeins to fee much difturbed at the proceedings of

the Baptifts at Sedgwick, for adminiftering baptifm, forming a church,

&c. " Thus (fays he) in the face of the world, was the great body of

our churches and minifters, &c. dJiherately fet at nriught. '1 his has

been widely, and wifh great exultation, fpread abroad by the Ami-

pa:dobaptifts." And would not the Psedobaptifts " exult " a little, if a

Baptift minifier, his wife, three deacons, and eighty others, fliould all

corwc over to them at once \ Has !;ot the defection of Mr. Edwards

from our fentiments, been a theme of as much " exultation " among
them ? Has not a folitary iaflar.ce of a Mrs. Jackfon, in the State of

Vermont, been conveyed to Bofton, and attached to feveral publications,

and vaft pains taken to fpread it ? Not only fo, but has not an inftancc

of one, who by the '* ovenvhelming attentions of the Baptifts," had l:ke

to have been one^ but mercifully efcaped, been widely pioclalmed abroad?

Vid. the lucubrations of a fetticoat prieji, over thtCgnature of X.TOIA,

i« tiie MaO; Miff. Mag.
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the reinoteft depths of anti-quity ;" that they " ftarted

up all of a fuddeii in feveral countries, at the fame point

of time, under different leaders, at the very period when
the firft contefl: of the reformers with the Roman pon-
tiffs drew the attention of the world," &c.

But having far exceeded our propofed limits, we
haften to clofe the fubjedl with a .few words of addrefs.

To the Paedobaptifts.

Belovfp Brethren—When you caft your eyes upon the Baptifl;

churches, you behold a people ffread abroad^ >vho have rilen fr(>m a

haodful to a great multitude. JLike the primitive church, they have
had to encounter all the prejudices of the learned and of the ignorant.

As they have never been aided by civil power, their progref? muft be
attributed to I'ome other caufe. We befeech you candidly to weigh the

evidence exhibited in the preceding woik, and compare it v^dth that by
which you fiipport your own lentimcnts; and may thcLord help you
tu know and do his will.

To the Baptifls.

BeLOVFD BreTUREN— Unto you It is given, in the hihttlf of ChriJi,not

only to believe on hi;n,lut alfo to fnffer for his fcke. From the days of

your perfecuted anccllor, v.ho was obliged to crofs the Patucket, to en-

joy among favages thofe rights of conlcience, which had been denied
him by Chriilians, ycur hiltory exhibits repeated inftances of cruel

Mociings, ^nd of the JJ>oiling ofyour goods, ZP.d ibme of bonds and imprifon-

mcnt. The American revolution has meliorated your <:ondition. Truth
muft prevail. Its progrefs will naturally be more rapid, when not im-
peded by religious eltablifhments, and penal laws.

We befeech you, brethren, A's.pilgriuis andJJrungers, to adorn your pro-

feflion, by a holy, humble walk. The progreis of your principles, and
increafe of your churches (under God) depends not iefs upon the \in-

blamcablcnefs of your lives, than u})ou the purity of your fentiments.

If your brethren hate youy and, caji you cut for bis name's fake, requite

thfem only v.ith kindnefs. In this way you will put tofilence the igno-

rance offonlifh men. The prelent perio<l is aufpicious; O for wildom to

improve it. Sec that you fall not out by ihe way. Finally, brethren,

^ve befeech you, that you ivalk ivortby of the vocation ivhefeunib you are

called I "With all Uiyiinefs and mcelnef, ivitb I'^ng-fiiffering, forbeaiincr one

another in love ; endeavouring to keep tba unity of the Hpirit in the bJ^d of
peuce^

FINIS.
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